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RESPONSE B1
Albert Lopez, Alameda County Community Development Agency

B1-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. Comments from the
Alameda County Board of Supervisors letter are addressed in Responses to
Comment letter B10. No response is necessary.

B1-2 Policy 206 noted by the commenter and other policies of the East County Area
Plan that support a BART extension to Livermore are listed starting on page
487 of the Draft EIR, in Section 3.C, Land Use and Agricultural Resources.

In addition, Land Use Program 82, referenced in the comment, has been added
on page 489 immediately following the description of Land Use Program 29, as
follows:

= Land Use Program 82. The County shall work with East County cities to
designate high-density and high-intensity uses along major arterials
and within walking distance of transit stops. The County shall work with
cities to designate land near proposed BART stations for high-density
residential uses and personal services (e.g., child care).

B1-3 BART acknowledges Alameda County's concerns regarding the proposed
location for the storage and maintenance facility. As described on page 514 of
the Draft EIR (Section 3.C, Land Use and Agricultural Resources) and mentioned
by the commenter, the storage and maintenance facility would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts related to agricultural resources (Impact
AG-3: Conflict with Zoning for Agricultural Use during Construction). Please
note that the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative have incorporated a
mitigation measure that would provide compensatory farmland with permanent
protection (Mitigation Measure AG-1). Nevertheless, even with mitigation, the
loss of agricultural land is conservatively considered a significant and
unavoidable impact.

As described on page 199 of the Draft EIR in Section 2.K, Alternatives
Considered but Withdrawn, several other locations were considered for the
storage and maintenance facility but were rejected due to infeasibility and
inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. Please see Master
Response 6 for further information regarding the proposed location of the
storage and maintenance facility.

B1-4 As noted by the commenter and stated on page 461 of the Draft EIR, under
California Government Code Sections 53090 and 53091, BART is exempt from
complying with local land use plans, policies, and zoning ordinances.
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Therefore, any potential land use or policy inconsistencies presented in the
Draft EIR are for informational purposes only and are not considered significant
impacts under CEQA. However, BART acknowledges that the Proposed Project
and DMU Alternative/EMU Option would result in a conversion of a substantial
amount of agriculturally zoned land, and under these unusual circumstances
BART has elected to use “conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use” as a
standard of significance (page 497 of the Draft EIR). As a result, loss of
agricultural land was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact. See
Impact AG-3 (Conflict with Zoning for Agricultural Use during Construction) on
page 507 of the Draft EIR.

The location of the proposed storage and maintenance facility is in the
County’s (A) Agricultural zoning district and is designated Large Parcel
Agriculture by the Alameda County East County Area Plan. As described on
page 47 of the East County Area Plan, uses permitted in the Large Parcel
Agriculture designation include "public and quasi-public uses (...) utility
corridors, and similar uses compatible with agriculture." Other non-agricultural
uses permitted in this designation include solid waste landfills, quarries, and
windfarms. These non-agricultural uses permitted in the Large Parcel
Agriculture designation have low potential to affect surrounding agriculture, as
opposed to residential or commercial uses which are often incompatible with
ongoing agricultural operations. The Draft EIR considered the storage and
maintenance facility to be consistent with the agricultural zoning based on its
status as a public use and its similarity to a utility.

BART acknowledges that the storage and maintenance facility use may not be
consistent with Section 17.06.040 K of the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance,
which allows public utility buildings and uses but excludes such uses as a
storage garage, repair shop, or corporation yard. While a BART storage and
maintenance facility use would fit within the definition of a public utility use, it
could also fit under the definitions of "repair shop or corporation yard," and
thus may not be one of the conditionally permitted uses in the A District.
Inconsistency with agricultural zoning is recognized as significant and
unavoidable in Impact AG-3 and Impact AG-5(CU) of the Draft EIR. Mitigation
Measure AG-1 provides compensatory agricultural land. In response to the
comment, Section 3.C, Land Use and Agricultural Resources, of the Draft EIR
has been revised in four locations as follows:

Page 508 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
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The tail tracks and
storage and maintenance facility would cover approximately 104 acres of
agriculturally zoned land.

Page 517 is revised as follows:

As described below, the Proposed Project and Alternatives would primariy
generally be consistent with applicable land use plans and policies and
would fulfill or support the policies related to TOD, extension of BART, and
agricultural land to varying degrees. However, the Proposed Project and
DMU Alternative could conflict with East County Area Plan Land Use Policy
89 pertaining to rangeland, and Livermore General Plan Objective OSC-3.1,
Policy 1, pertaining to farmland designated by the FMMP, as noted below.
In addition, the storage and maintenance facility use, which is proposed
under the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative, could conflict with uses
anticipated in the Agricultural district as enumerated in Chapter 17.06 of
the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance.

Page 520, third paragraph, is revised as follows:

While the proposed tail tracks and storage and maintenance facility are not
standard uses described in most zoning regulations, they are part of the
transportation infrastructure, and would be considered a public use similar
to a public utility. While public utility buildings and uses are allowed per
Chapter 17.06.40.K of the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance, the Zoning
Ordinance specifically excludes storage garages, repair shops or
corporation yards in the A district. The storage and maintenance facility
could be considered a repair shop or corporation yard, although these
terms are not specifically defined in the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance.

torr- Therefore, the storage and maintenance facility under
the Proposed Project wottd-noet-could conflict with the County zoning
designations.

Page 520, fifth paragraph, is revised as follows:

i i i ictpatities: As shown in Figure 3.C-8,
the proposed tail tracks and storage and maintenance facility would be
located on unincorporated county land zoned for agricultural uses

[Agricultural (A) district]. This land mostly consists of open grasslands with

145



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS — BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR May 2018
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

B1-5

B1-6

146

intermittent cattle grazing. The only agricultural uses within the collective
footprint are located at the far northwestern corner, in the construction

noted above, a storage and maintenance facility could be considered a
repair shop or corporation yard, both uses that are prohibited in the
Agricultural district. Therefore, similar to the Proposed Project, the DMU
Alternative would mostly be consistent with the zoning of the respective
municipalities, although the storage and maintenance facility could conflict
with the County agricultural zoning designations.

The commenter’s preference for an alternative site for the Proposed Project’s
storage and maintenance facility or, if another location is not adopted,
preference for the DMU Alternative/EMU Option due to the smaller storage and
maintenance facility, is noted. Please see Master Response 6 regarding the
alternative locations studied for the storage and maintenance facilities and why
those locations were rejected. The BART Board of Directors (BART Board) will
consider the merits of the Proposed Project and Alternatives during the final
hearing to adopt a project.

Mitigation Measure AG-1 (Provide Compensatory Farmland under Permanent
Protection), on page 506 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.C, Land Use and
Agricultural Resources), provides the following standards by which off-site
agricultural lands will be selected: (1) the land shall have similar agricultural
value to the acreage lost; and (2) the preferred location shall be in Eastern
Alameda County, although other locations are possible.

In response to the comment, the following text is added to Mitigation Measure
AG-1 (Provide Compensatory Farmland under Permanent Protection) (third
paragraph on page 506):

BART shall mitigate the loss of agricultural land, including Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, and land zoned for agricultural use by providing for
permanent agricultural use at an off-site location at a 1-to-1 ratio. The land
shall have similar agricultural value to the acreage lost. BART will consult

with the Alameda County Resource Conservation District to identify
appropriate and available farmland to permanently protect. BART will
coordinate with the City of Livermore and Alameda County to leverage
other resources available from those agencies for open space preservation
to enhance the value of the mitigation and benefits to North Livermore. The
preferred location shall prioritize appropriate and available land near the
land being removed from agricultural use, urban growth boundaries and/or



May 2018

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS — BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

existing easements.

be-intastern-Alameda-County although-othertocations-arepossible. The
protection will be in perpetuity through agricultural land easements or
other permanent protection.
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RESPONSE B2
Scott Haggerty, Alameda-San Joaquin Regional Rail Working Group

B2-1

B2-2

B2-3

B2-4
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Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment introduces
issues that are covered in more detail in the remainder of the comment letter.
Please see Responses to Comments B2-7 through B2-14 for individual
responses to these issues.

This comment outlines the recommendations of the Alameda-San Joaquin
Regional Rail Working Group. Please see Responses to Comments B2-7 through
B2-14 for individual responses to these recommendations.

Please see Response to Comment A5-2 and Master Response 10 regarding the
Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority established by AB 758.

As noted in the comment, BART’s preferred alternative, referred to as
Alternative 2B (Portola-Vasco), was selected by the BART Board on July 1, 2010.
The alignment extended eastward from Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the
median of Interstate Highway (I-)580 before extending south along Portola
Avenue to a new station in Downtown Livermore. From Downtown Livermore, it
extended along the Union Pacific Railroad tracks to Vasco Road where a second
station and a maintenance yard would be constructed. This remains BART’s
adopted alignment. The City of Livermore initially adopted the Portola-Vasco
alignment as its own preferred alignment. Subsequently, the City determined
that it instead preferred an alignment along 1-580 from Dublin/Pleasanton
Station to Greenville Road with stations at Isabel Avenue and Greenville Road.
That is the alignment adopted in the City’s General Plan.

As described in Chapter 1, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, both the City’s
preferred 1-580 alignment and BART’s Portola-Vasco alignment share the 5.5-
mile segment from Dublin/Pleasanton Station to Isabel Avenue in the 1-580
median. This is the alignment analyzed for the Proposed Project and DMU
Alternative/EMU Option in the Draft EIR. From Isabel Avenue, a future
extension to the east using conventional BART or another type of technology
could extend to either Downtown Livermore or along I-580 to Greenville Road.
The Proposed Project and DMU Alternative/EMU Option do not preclude
extending transit service farther east in an alignment within, or extending out
of, the I-580 median. Such an extension, as contemplated in the previous PEIR,
would be the subject of a future project with a separate project-level evaluation
in a future environmental document.
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As correctly noted in the comment and described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR,
the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives would not extend rail service
beyond Isabel Avenue for a direct connection to the Altamont Corridor Express
(ACE) trains. However, all the alternatives include new and modified feeder bus
routes that would improve the connection to the ACE stations in Downtown
Livermore and Vasco Road. A direct rail connection to ACE is not proposed as
part of this project.

Please see Master Response 11 for information regarding ACE and the
ACEforward Program. As discussed in that master response, ACE has rescinded
the ACEforward proposal. However, the new Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley
Regional Rail Authority may choose to incorporate elements from the
ACEforward proposal into its own project, potentially including a maintenance
yard location in the vicinity of Tracy. Please see Master Response 10 for more
information regarding the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority.

Though the BART extension to Isabel Avenue would not provide a direct BART-
to-ACE rail connection, it would shorten the intervening distance, and provide
new and modified feeder bus routes connecting the new Isabel Station to the
ACE stations in Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road.

This comment introduces issues that are covered in more detail in the
remainder of the comment letter. Please see Responses to Comments B2-7
through B2-14, and the Master Responses and other comments referenced
therein, for individual responses to these issues.

Please see Response to Comment A5-3 and Master Response 5 regarding the
size, cost allocation, and need for the storage and maintenance facility.

Please see Response to Comment A5-4 and Master Response 7 for impacts
related to the storage and maintenance facility and Master Response 6 for a
discussion regarding the location chosen and other sites considered for the
storage and maintenance facility.

This comment restates information provided in Section 3.C, Land Use and
Agricultural Resources, of the Draft EIR regarding the zoning and General Plan
designation of the proposed site for the storage and maintenance facility, as
well the facility's consistency with those zoning regulations. As noted in the
comment, the Draft EIR identifies conversion of agricultural land required for
the storage and maintenance facility to non-agricultural uses as a significant
and unavoidable impact. Please see Response to Comment A5-4 for additional
information related to the 24-hour operation of the storage and maintenance
facility.

169



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS — BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR May 2018
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

B2-10

B2-11

B2-12

B2-13

B2-14

B2-15

B2-16

170

Please see Response to Comment A5-5 for a discussion of impacts to
businesses and Response to Comment A5-6 for consideration of the
ACEforward design concepts for the DMU Alternative.

Please see Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the BART Bay Fair Connector.
Please note that there is no requirement in the 2014 Alameda County Tax
Expenditure Plan (Measure BB), which authorized the Bay Fair Connector
Project, that requires BART to plan for or evaluate a new line between the Tri-
Valley and Santa Clara County.

Please see Response to Comment A5-8 for a comparison of the ACEforward
cost estimate and the BART DMU cost estimate.

Please see Response to Comment A5-9 for discussion of the agreement
between BART and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA).

The comment refers to Phase 2 of the BART Dublin/Pleasanton Station parking
garage (referred to as the Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking Expansion
Project). Please see Master Response 9 regarding the Dublin/Pleasanton Station
Parking Expansion Project.

As noted in Response to Comment A5-2, BART acknowledges the formation of
the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority and will work with the
new authority to improve connectivity in the Tri-Valley. Please also see Master
Response 10 regarding the new rail authority.

Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR.

This attachment is a presentation regarding the Altamont DMU/EMU from the
September 20, 2017 Alameda-San Joaquin Regional Rail Working Group
meeting. This attachment has been reviewed and considered in the above
responses. No response is required.
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RESPONSE B3
Christopher L. Foss, City of Dublin

B3-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment is
informational in nature; no response is necessary.

B3-2 This comment summarizes the Proposed Project and three Build Alternatives.
The table correctly summarizes the various scenarios analyzed in the Draft EIR.

B3-3 The Proposed Project does not preclude extending transit service farther east
in an alignment within, or extending out of, the 1-580 median. Please see
Master Response 4 regarding a future extension to Greenville.

The comment regarding an extension of BART to a DMU transfer station (or
other technology) at Fallon Road/El Charro Road with a DMU connection to
Livermore is noted. A “hybrid” project corresponding to the Proposed Project’s
alignment (Dublin/Pleasanton Station to Isabel Avenue) would create the need
for two new stations (a BART-to-DMU connecting station at Fallon/El Charro
and a DMU terminal station at Isabel Avenue), making the project more
expensive, as well as for two new storage and maintenance facilities (one for
BART cars and one for DMU vehicles). Reducing the length of the DMU segment
from 5.5 miles to approximately 2.75 miles (Fallon Road/El Charro Road to
Isabel Avenue), reduces the rationale for the DMU itself, as the smaller the
length of the DMU, the smaller the benefit of introducing a second transit
technology to the corridor.

The comment mentions a “drop-off only transfer station.” If this is intended to
simply be a BART to DMU transfer platform without any access to properties
outside the median (similar to the eBART transfer platform in East Contra Costa
County), it is hard to see how this would substantially improve connectivity to
the Livermore outlet malls, enhance connectivity for autonomous vehicles,
improve access to schools, or improve east-west connectivity, all benefits
mentioned in the comment. If the intent of the comment is to provide a full-
service BART station as a transfer point that would provide access to the outlet
malls and other local land uses in the Fallon Road/El Charro Road area, the
additional cost for the full-service station would be substantial.

A BART storage and maintenance facility of approximately the same size as the
proposed 68-acre storage and maintenance yard for the Proposed Project
would be needed in the vicinity of the BART terminus at the Fallon Road/El
Charro Road interchange. The DMU would also need a storage and
maintenance facility, and it is possible that it would be advantageous to co-
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locate it with the BART facility, increasing the size of the facility needed near
Fallon Road and El Charro Road. Similar to the proposed storage and
maintenance yard site near Cayetano Creek, the undeveloped land north and
east of the Fallon Road/El Charro Road interchange has been identified as
potential habitat for burrowing owl, California red-legged frog, California tiger
Salamander, and San Joaquin kit fox (Figure 3.1-4a and Figure 3.1-4b of the
Draft EIR, Biological Resources). Undeveloped land north of I-580 and west of
Fallon road has been identified as potential habitat for burrowing owl and
California red-legged frog. In additional, seasonal pools that may support
vernal pool fairy shrimp were identified north of Croak Road to the east of the
Fallon Road/ El Charro Road interchange (page 849 of the Draft EIR). Therefore,
relocation of the BART (and possibly DMU) storage and maintenance facility
may not substantially reduce potential biological impacts.

Though the hybrid BART-DMU may reduce right-of-way impacts around
Dublin/Pleasanton Station compared to the DMU Alternative, some of those
right-of-way impacts would be transferred to the Fallon Road/El Charro Road
area as new elements (transfer platform, storage and maintenance facilities)
are added to east Dublin or west Livermore. The first goal listed in the goals
and objectives of the Draft EIR is to “provide a cost-effective intermodal link of
the existing BART system to the inter-regional rail network and a series of
Priority Development Area...” The increased cost of the suggested hybrid BART-
DMU compared to the DMU Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIR would not
meet this criterion.

If the intent of the comment is that the hybrid project would provide a BART-
DMU transfer station at Fallon Road/El Charro Road for a DMU extending
beyond Isabel Avenue to the east, the cost effectiveness of the DMU would
increase as the length of the DMU segment increases. A longer DMU segment
would provide more opportunities to find a suitable storage and maintenance
facility site for the DMU, though storage for BART cars would still need to be
found in the vicinity of the BART terminus at Fallon Road/El Charro Road. A
review of a hybrid project beyond Isabel Avenue is beyond the scope of this
EIR. It is possible that the new Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Regional Rail Authority
may choose to investigate this hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response
10 for more information on the new authority.

Impacts to businesses are analyzed in in Impact PH-3 (Displace Substantial
Numbers of Existing Businesses during Construction) on pages 542 to 544 of
the Draft EIR. To mitigate this impact, the Draft EIR identified Mitigation
Measure PH-2 (Acquisition of Property and Relocation Assistance), which would
require BART to implement an acquisition and relocation program. This
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program would provide compensation at fair market value as well as relocation
assistance. Apart from this analysis, the economic impacts on businesses and
revenue impacts to local jurisdictions are not considered to be significant
adverse environmental impacts and are not required to be analyzed, pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e), which states that economic and social
changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on
the environment.

As noted in the comment, the footprints of the Proposed Project as well as the
Build Alternatives have been illustrated in Appendix B (Footprint Map Books) of
the Draft EIR. These graphics provide reasonable estimations of the property
acquisitions and the existing use (parking, landscaping, etc.) of that property.
Engineering drawings of the project alignment and infrastructure modifications
were made available to the City and are on BART’s project website. In addition
to the footprints illustrated in Appendix B, Appendix C (ROW Information)
provides the approximate percentage range of each parcel needed for the
permanent project footprint. The ROW information is provided as a range
based on preliminary engineering for the Proposed Project, DMU
Alternative/EMU Option, and Express Bus/BRT Alternative. Information
regarding on-site circulation, number of parking spaces to be removed,
landscaping, etc. can be estimated from the information provided.

More detailed and precise information would be developed during the design
phase of project development; however, consistent with CEQA, final design and
engineering would occur after a project is adopted by the BART Board. More
detailed and precise information is not necessary to either assess the potential
environmental impacts or to adequately provide mitigation to reduce potential
impacts. In particular, it is not necessary to provide tailored mitigation on a
parcel-by-parcel basis. Mitigation Measure PH-2 (Acquisition of Property and
Relocation Assistance), described on page 542 of the Draft EIR, will apply to all
affected parcels and is designed to provide compensation and relocation
assistance commensurate with the ROW acquisition, in accordance with the
California Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Guidelines. The
Draft EIR addresses potential impacts to business displacements (Section 3.D,
Population and Housing), public safety (Section 3.N, Public Health and Safety),
aesthetics (Section 3.E, Visual Quality), and circulation and access (Section 3.B,
Transportation), as well as other impacts pertaining to ROW acquisition and
frontage road relocation.

As stated in Response to Comment B3-4, socioeconomic impacts other than
physical displacements are not environmental impacts under CEQA. Therefore,
impacts to the dealerships' revenues, the City of Dublin's tax base, and other
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economic issues such as visibility of businesses from I-580 are not required to
be assessed pursuant to CEQA. Moreover, CEQA does not require mitigation for
speculative economic losses associated with future business opportunities
such as the prospect of constructing new stores or replacing tenants. In some
cases, courts have found that urban decay or deterioration may be considered
an indirect physical environmental effect of a proposed project. However, the
commenter does not suggest any prospect of causing urban decay, but only
direct economic consequences to individual businesses located along 1-580 and
to tax revenue for the City, which are economic effects outside the scope of
CEQA. See Placerville Historic Preservation League v. Judicial Council of
California (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th 187, 199 (while comments on the EIR for a
courthouse relocation project “provide credible ground for concern that
relocation will constitute a hardship for some local businesses, this is an
insufficient basis to support a conclusion that relocation threatens urban
decay”).

Responses regarding specific properties identified by the commenter are
provided in Table 4.B-1 below.

TABLE 4.B-1:  SPECIFIC PROPERTIES MENTIONED BY COMMENTER

Conventional BART

Northside Drive, Lowe’s (985- As previously stated, reduction in parking and

0061-007-00/-015-00) similar property acquisition impacts will be
addressed by Mitigation Measure PH-2 (Acquisition
and Relocation Assistance).

DMU Alternative/EMU Option and Express Bus/BRT Alternative

Scarlett Court, Hyundai The ROW acquisition will only affect the parking
Dealership (941-0550-025-02)  areas of the dealerships and will not change access
and Volkswagen Dealership and circulation. BART will replace Scarlett Court in-
(941-0550-032-02/-03) kind and will mitigate the parking impact per

Mitigation Measure PH-2 (Acquisition and
Relocation Assistance).

Scarlett Court, El Monte RV As described on page 1428 of the Draft EIR, the
Rentals (941-0550-016-04) and relocation of Scarlett Court would be designed
U-Haul Truck Rental (941- using the same dimensions as the existing
0550-037-05) roadway and would not result in the narrowing of

the roadway.

During construction, Mitigation Measure TRAN-1
(Develop and Implement a Construction Phasing
and Traffic Management Plan), described in the
Draft EIR in Section 3.B, Transportation, requires
BART or its contractor to prepare and implement a
construction phasing and traffic management plan
to identify traffic operations and circulation
procedures for each phase of construction. The
plan would provide information on road closures
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SPECIFIC PROPERTIES MENTIONED BY COMMENTER

and detours and would be coordinated with the
cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore, and
with Caltrans. The plan would also allow for access
to affected and adjacent properties at all times and
specify measures to allow access and alternate
transportation routes for maintenance and
emergency response vehicles in the event of
roadway closures.

Scarlett Court, Alameda County
Fire Department and Dublin
City Maintenance Building
(941-0550-077-01)

As described on pages 1428 and 1429 of the Draft
EIR in Section 3.0, Community Services, BART
completed a preliminary assessment of the
relocation of Scarlett Court and determined that
adequate access to the Alameda County Fire
Department maintenance facility would be
maintained during construction and operation of
the Proposed Project or one of the Build
Alternatives.

In addition, during construction, Mitigation
Measure TRAN-1 (Develop and Implement a
Construction Phasing and Traffic Management
Plan) would allow for access to affected and
adjacent properties at all times and specify
measures to allow access and alternate
transportation routes for maintenance and
emergency response vehicles in the event of
roadway closures. As previously stated, parking
and ROW impacts to the will be addressed through
Mitigation Measure PH-2 (Acquisition of Property
and Relocation Assistance).

I-580 Frontage, Hacienda
Crossings (986-0008-001-00)

As shown on pages 2 and 3 of Appendix B.2
(Footprint Map Book: DMU Alternative) of the Draft
EIR, only a small southernmost portion of the
Hacienda Crossings parcel would be impacted by
ROW acquisition. Furthermore, the overall shape
and access points of the parking lot will remain
similar to existing conditions and the circulation
will not be substantially affected. All ROW
acquisition will be addressed through Mitigation
Measure PH-2, which would provide for
compensation at fair market value as well as
relocation assistance.

The removal of vegetation (landscape buffers) is
identified as a significant and unavoidable impact
on page 624 of Section 3.E, Visual Quality, of the
Draft EIR. Per Mitigation Measure VQ-5 (Revegetate
Areas of Removed Landscaping), BART will replace
any removed landscaping in-kind to the extent
feasible, although some segments may not be
revegetated due to lack of ROW.

I-580 Frontage, Toyota
Dealership (986-0016-023-
00/024-00) and
Chevrolet/Cadillac Dealership
(986-0016-004-01)

See discussion above regarding the removal of
landscaping along I-580.
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TABLE 4.B-1:  SPECIFIC PROPERTIES MENTIONED BY COMMENTER

DMU Alternative/EMU Option

Northside Drive, Lowe’s (985-
0061-007-00/-015-00); and I-
580 Frontage, IKEA Retail
Center Project (986-0033-005-
02/-006-00)

As stated in Response to Comments B3-4 and B3-5,
economic impacts such as impacts to a site’s
financial viability for future development are not
considered environmental impacts per CEQA. All
physical impacts associated with ROW acquisition
will be mitigated per Mitigation Measure PH-2
(Acquisition of Property and Relocation
Assistance).

Dublin/Pleasanton BART
Station Access Road,
Dublin/Pleasanton BART
Station (986-0034-019-00)

The commenter correctly notes that under the
DMU Alternative—and to a lesser degree, under the
Express Bus/BRT Alternative—Altamirano Road
would be relocated northward toward the existing
BART parking lot, as shown in Appendix B
(Footprint Map Books) of the Draft EIR. See areas of
the maps hatched with the “Potential ROW Need,”
which provides an approximate visual aid to
illustrate ROW need and is based on preliminary
engineering. Engineering drawings of the project
alignment are more precise; these were made
available to the City and are on BART’s project
website. While Appendix B of the Draft EIR shows a
hatched area overlapping with the existing
southernmost row of parking, the parking
ultimately would be retained upon project
completion, as shown in the engineering drawings
and in Figure 4.B-1 (Preliminary Engineering for
Altamirano Avenue Relocation) below. The
permanent project features would include shifting
Altamirano Avenue northward into the landscaping
area of the BART parking lot to accommodate the
relocation of 1-580, but existing parking in the
BART parking lot would be retained.

As the BART parking would not lose any spaces
because of any alternative, the number of parking
spaces is consistent with the assumptions in the
cumulative analysis of the Draft EIR. For more
information on the Dublin/Pleasanton Parking
Structure and the cumulative analysis, see
Response B3-7 below.
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The analysis studied pedestrian and bicycle conditions around the proposed
Isabel Station, given that the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative proposed a
new BART station at Isabel Avenue that would change pedestrian and bicycle
conditions in that area.

There are no changes to pedestrian and bicycle conditions near
Dublin/Pleasanton Station under the DMU Alternative/EMU Option, Express
Bus/BRT Alternative, or Enhanced Bus Alternative. While the proposed changes
to platforms and tracks in the median of I-580 at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station
change pedestrian conditions within the station itself, they do not change the
pedestrian and bicycle environment in the area surrounding the station. In
other words, neither the Proposed Project nor any of the alternatives would
change the routes that pedestrians and bicyclists would use to access the
station. Please refer to pages 382 through 388 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.B,
Transportation) for more information. While bus service is planned to increase
around Dublin/Pleasanton Station, such increases are minor compared with
overall traffic and would not substantively change pedestrian and bicycle
conditions in the area surrounding the station. For example, the Express
Bus/BRT Alternative would include new bus transfer platforms in the median of
I-580, and new and increased bus service would operate on I-580, which would
not affect pedestrians and bicyclists in the Dublin/Pleasanton Station area.
Other buses would continue to serve the Dublin/Pleasanton Station at the
existing bus platforms adjacent to the Iron Horse Trail, where no changes are
proposed. For more details, refer to the discussion of the Express Bus/BRT
Alternative on page 143 of Chapter 2, Project Description.

Other than bicycle and pedestrian impacts, the comment does not identify any
impacts of the DMU Alternative, Express Bus/BRT Alternative, and Enhanced
Bus Alternative within the City of Dublin that the commenter claims were not
adequately analyzed.

The comment suggests that expansion of the Dublin/Pleasanton Station
parking should have been included in the baseline “without project” conditions,
rather than treated as a reasonably foreseeable future project for purposes of
cumulative impact analysis. However, plans for parking expansion at the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station were still under development at the time that BART
prepared its Draft EIR. As such, it would have been inappropriate for the Draft
EIR analysis to assume the parking expansion as a baseline condition.
Moreover, as described in Master Response 9, the Dublin/Pleasanton Station
Parking Expansion is no longer under consideration by BART, although a
different garage project is under consideration by the County.
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Projects included in Draft EIR for the No Project scenarios for 2025 and 2040
generally were projects that had been approved or in an approved program at
the time of the Draft EIR analysis. Given that construction of the garage or
some other form of parking expansion is not an approved project and remains
uncertain, it was not reasonable to include it in the No Project scenarios in the
Draft EIR.

Nevertheless, CEQA requires the evaluation of cumulative impacts from the
Proposed Project (or alternatives) along with the impacts of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects. Given BART’s interest in some form of
expanded parking at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station as of the date the Draft EIR
was issued, it was considered a reasonably foreseeable future project and was
included in the cumulative analyses for 2025 and 2040. To the extent that the
commenter is concerned that environmental impacts may be understated
without accounting for the potential Dublin/Pleasanton parking expansion, any
such impacts were fully accounted for and disclosed in the cumulative analysis.
See Master Response 9 for additional details regarding the history and status
of the parking expansion, as well as the approach for incorporating the
parking expansion into the Cumulative Conditions.

As described starting on page 226 of the Draft EIR, the cumulative analysis
included the Proposed Project, the Isabel Neighborhood Plan (INP), the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking Expansion Project, and other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable projects in the study area. The commenter is
correct that the cumulative analysis does not present the impacts of the
Proposed Project and INP alone (i.e., excluding the effects of the other projects
from the cumulative analysis). The purpose of the cumulative analysis is to
present a more comprehensive analysis and identify any impacts that may be
less than significant for the project, yet collectively significant. An isolated
analysis of only the Proposed Project and the INP would not have been an
adequate cumulative analysis. The Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking
Expansion Project was appropriately evaluated as part of the cumulative
analysis.

The comment alternatively claims that, if parking expansion is analyzed as a
separate project contributing to cumulative impacts together with the
proposed project “as currently it is in the DEIR,” funding for the parking
expansion must be provided as part of the Proposed Project. The comment
provides no basis for this assertion and it is incorrect. If the parking expansion
were funded as part of the Proposed Project, it would be part of the Proposed
Project description, not a separate project evaluated for contribution to
cumulative impacts together with the Proposed Project. There is no
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requirement for a lead agency to provide funding for a project in order for it to
be considered in cumulative impact analysis. Although the parking expansion
was originally proposed as a BART project, in general most projects considered
in EIR cumulative impact analyses are projects proposed and funded by other
lead agencies. In any case, the Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking Expansion is
no longer under consideration by BART, although a different garage project is
under consideration by a different lead agency, the County, with a different
funding source.

Thank you for the comment. The comment is correct in pointing out that Table
3.B-18 (Local Roadway Improvements, 2025 and 2040 No Project Conditions),
on page 281 of the Draft EIR, contains errors in describing the City of Dublin's
roadway infrastructure. However, the transportation model used in the impact
analysis did use the correct roadway configurations. No changes are required
for the impact analysis; however, Table 3.B-18 has been updated to correctly
reflect the roadway improvements.

Table 3.B-18 on page 281 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

TABLE 3.B-18 LoOCAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS, 2025 AND 2040 NO PROJECT

CONDITIONS
Relevant Relevant
Analysis  Study
Street Limits Improvement Year Intersection #
Dublin
Dublin Boulevard Brannigan Street to Widen to eight six 2025 and #19
Fallon Road lanes 2040
Dublin Boulevard Dougherty Road to Extension 2040 N/A
North Canyons
Parkway
FaHonRoacd €onnecttoTassajara Extension 2040 NAA
Read
GleasonDrive FoFaltonRoad Extension 2040 NAA
FaHonRoad NAA Ypgrade 2040 #2606
bubtinBoutevard Fo-SchaeferRanch Extension 2040 NA
Read
Tassajara Road  Dublin Boulevard to Widen to eight 2025 and #14
1-580 lanes 2040
Tassajara Road  Fallon to Dublin Widen to six lanes 2040 #14
Hacienda Road  Dublin Boulevard to Widen to six lanes 2040 #9

Central Parkway
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TABLE 3.B-18 LoOCAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS, 2025 AND 2040 NO PROJECT

CONDITIONS
Relevant Relevant
Analysis  Study
Street Limits Improvement Year Intersection #
Dougherty Road Sierra Court to City Widen to etghtsix 2025 and #1
Limits lanes 2040

Notes: EB = eastbound; WB = westbound; N/A = not applicable

Local roadway improvement assumptions were made with input from the Cities of Livermore,
Dublin and Pleasanton.

Sources: City of Livermore, 2009. City of Livermore General Plan, Land Use Element. February.
Adopted 2004, amended 2009.

City of Pleasanton, 2009. City of Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025.

City of Dublin, 2012a. City of Dublin General Plan. March. Adopted 1985, updated 2012.

For the DMU Alternative/EMU Option, the BLVX Travel Demand Model assumes
that the transfer time in 2040 between the DMU (or EMU) and BART at
Dublin/Pleasanton Station is 3 minutes. For the Express Bus/BRT Alternative,
the model assumes that the Express Bus/BRT to BART transfer time at the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station is also 3 minutes.

For the Express Bus/BRT Alternative, the travel time to the Dublin/Pleasanton
Station is approximately:

= 11 minutes from the Airway Boulevard Park-and-Ride lot

= 18 minutes from the proposed Laughlin Road park-and-ride lot
= 19 minutes from Downtown Livermore

= 58 minutes from Downtown Tracy

Please see Response to Comment B3-6.

CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(1) provides that cumulative impact analysis
may be based either on a list of past, present and probable future projects or
on a summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or
statewide plan. To analyze operational transportation impacts under
Cumulative Conditions, the analysis utilized the BLVX Travel Demand Model,
which relied on regionally adopted land use projections and modifications
based on the INP. Specifically, the analysis used land use projections from the
Association of Bay Area Governments’ Plan Bay Area and the San Joaquin
Council of Governments’ Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy everywhere except within the INP area. In the INP area,
the BLVX Travel Demand Model used the land use growth assumptions
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described in the INP. The travel model did not use the list of other approved or
reasonably foreseeable projects in the BART project corridor that is in
Appendix E of the Draft EIR. However, to analyze construction-related
transportation impacts, the analysis used this list of approved/foreseeable
projects in Appendix E.

Table 3.B-23 on page 294 of the Draft EIR provides the daily boardings and
access modes at Dublin/Pleasanton Station in 2040. The number of passengers
accessing the station by park-and-ride is the same for 2040 No Project and
2040 Project conditions (under all alternatives) because the demand for
parking at Dublin/Pleasanton Station under both No Project and Project
conditions is greater than the supply of parking, and the parking supply was
not assumed to change with the Proposed Project, which does not include any
additional parking at the station. The cumulative analysis, on the other hand,
includes an additional 540 spaces provided under the Dublin/Pleasanton
Parking Expansion Project. Therefore, as the parking supply was forecast to be
expanded under the Cumulative Conditions, additional park-and-ride boardings
would result at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station (ranging from 700 to 900 new
boardings depending on the alternative). The number of new park-and-ride
boardings is greater than the 540 spaces because it accounts for carpoolers
and spaces turning over multiple times during the course of a day.

As noted in the comment, the BART Board directed its staff to look at options
to the proposed Dublin/Pleasanton Station parking structure expansion and
explore a “hybrid strategy” that would reduce the number of new spaces at the
proposed parking structure site. The original transportation analysis accounted
for the potential parking expansion by including that additional parking supply
at Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the BLVX Travel Demand Model under
Cumulative Conditions. The Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking Expansion is no
longer under consideration by BART, although a different garage project is
under consideration by the County. See Master Response 9 for additional
details regarding the Dublin/Pleasanton Parking Expansion Project.

In 2025, the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions are greater under the
project-only conditions for the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative/EMU
Option than under the Cumulative Conditions for those alternatives. The
cumulative scenarios include more transit trips from the Isabel Neighborhood
Plan (INP) growth area, which results in higher VMT reductions than the
project-only scenarios. However, the cumulative scenarios also include
additional parking at Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station, which attracts trips away
from Isabel BART Station, some of which are then traveling a farther distance
to park at Dublin/Pleasanton Station, thus increasing VMT. In 2025, this effect
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TABLE 3.B-14 1-580 PERFORMANCE IN AM, 2025 NoO PROJECT CONDITIONS

General- General-
Purpose Purpose Express Lane Express Lane
Westbound Eastbound Westbound Eastbound

# To From LOS Vv/C LOS V/C LOS Vv/C LOS Vv/C
. 1.037 0.488 0.147
5 Airway Boulevard Isabel Avenue F 04 B : F 1.044 A 945
. 0.537 1.055 0.147
6 Isabel Avenue Livermore Avenue F 1.051 B 9-54 F 106 A 045
. Springtown
7  Livermore Boulevard/ E o0o98a B 2519 £ 994 A Q147
Avenue . = 052 = 615
First Street
Springtown 0.146
8 Boulevard/ Vasco Road E 0.978 B 0.567 E 0.981 A DT
. 615
First Street
. E 0.977 0.866
9 Vasco Road Greenville Road B 087 B 0.571 D 087 A 0.00
10 Greenville Road ~ Carroll Road/ Fo 1038 5 0444 NnA O NA NA O N/A

Flynn Road 164
Notes: N/A = not applicable; LOS = level of service; V/C= volume to capacity ratio; bold/gray shading indicates
segments that operate at unacceptable levels.

Source: Arup, 2017.

TABLE 3.B-15 [-580 PERFORMANCE IN PM, 2025 NO PROJECT CONDITIONS

General- General-
Purpose Purpose Express Lane Express Lane
Westbound Eastbound Westbound Eastbound

#  To From LOS V/C LOS V/C 1OS V/C LOS _ V/C
1 aggs:gté’ozzad/ Hacienda Drive C o063 C 0714 B 22 A N/
: esesone DS oom o 0 o QM o o
3 amanitarosd Chamomesd  C  oes 094 B o0ara D GED

Fallon Road/ El

4 Airway Boulevard C 0.623 E 0.970 B 0.473 B 0.442
Charro Road
. 0.426 0.398
5 Airway Boulevard lIsabel Avenue B 0.545 E 0.953 B 043 B 040
. 0.636 1.037 0.433
6 Isabel Avenue Livermore Avenue C 5-64 F 104 B 0.421 B 640
. Springtown
7  Livermore Boulevard/ B 0513 E o092 8 2366 5 o402
Avenue 037

First Street
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TABLE 3.B-15 [-580 PERFORMANCE IN PM, 2025 NO PROJECT CONDITIONS

General- General-
Purpose Purpose Express Lane Express Lane
Westbound Eastbound Westbound Eastbound
Springtown 0586 E
8 Boulevard/ Vasco Road C ~ra o 0.903 B 0.356 B 0.364
. 659 b
First Street
. 0.578 0.892
9 Vasco Road Greenville Road B o5t D 079 A 0.180 C 0.624
. Carroll Road/ 0.817
10 Greenville Road Flynn Road C 0.603 D 6-82 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Notes: N/A = not applicable; LOS = level of service; V/C= volume to capacity ratio; bold/gray shading indicates
segments that operate at unacceptable levels.
Source: Arup, 2017.

TABLE 3.B-16 |-580 PERFORMANCE IN AM, 2040 No PROJECT CONDITIONS

General- General- Express
Purpose Purpose Express Lane Lane
Westbound  Eastbound Westbound Eastbound

# To From LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C
Dougherty Road/ - . 0.548 0.466
1 Hopyard Road Hacienda Drive E 0981 B 055 B 047 N/A N/A
2 HaciendaDrive [ossdaraRoad/ o504 ¢ 051 B 0450 A 0.192
Santa Rita Road = = = =
Tassajara Road/ Fallon Road/ 0.668 0.446 0.198
3 Santa Rita Road  El Charro Road F 1020 ¢ 067 B 045 A 026
Fallon Road/El . 0.435
4 Charro Road Airway Boulevard E 0995 C 0.653 B vy A 0.105
. 0.588 0.399
5 Airway Boulevard Isabel Avenue F 1064 C 659 B 046 A 0.102
. 0.396 0.098
6 Isabel Avenue Livermore Avenue F 1103 C 0.633 B 046 A 046
. Springtown
Livermore 1.026 0.628 0.098
7 Avenue B_oulevard/ F 63 C 6-63 B 0.378 A 016
First Street
Springtown
1.037 0.766 0.349 0.096
8 Bpulevard/ Vasco Road F 1 04 D 077 A 035 A Ty
First Street
. E 1071 0.674
9 Vasco Road Greenville Road E 0956 C 060 A 0.280 A 0.174
10 Greenville Road C2rroll Road/ F L0565 0567 NA O NA NA N/A

Flynn Road 166

Notes: N/A = not applicable; LOS = level of service; V/C= volume to capacity ratio; Bold/gray shading indicates
segments that operate at unacceptable levels.
Source: Arup, 2017.

202



May 2018

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS — BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

TABLE 3.B-17 1-580 PERFORMANCE IN PM, 2040 NO PROJECT CONDITIONS
General- General- Express
Purpose Purpose Lane Express Lane
Westbound Eastbound Westbound Eastbound
# To From LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS Vv/C
Dougherty Road/ . . 0.748
Hopyard Road Hacienda Drive C 075 C 0.684 A 0.214 N/A N/A
. . Tassajara Road/ 0.758
2 Hacienda Drive Santa Rita Road D 676 E 0.940 A 0221 A 0.232
Tassajara Road/ Fallon Road/ El 0.976 0.239
3 Santa Rita Road  Charro Road D 0.780 E 0-98 A 022z A 024
Fallon Road/ . 0.216 0.129
4 El Charro Road Airway Boulevard D 0.754 E 0.970 A 022 A 043
5 Airway Boulevard Isabel Avenue C 0.664 E 0.992 A 0.202 A 0.124
Livermore 0.199 0.128
6 Isabel Avenue Avenue D 0.771 F 1.083 A 620 A 543
. Springtown
7  Livermore Boulevard/ c 38 ' 1013 A o181 A 2119
Avenue . 074 012
First Street
Springtown
0.826 1.016 0.109
8 B_oulevard/ Vasco Road D 083 F 102 A 0174 A ey
First Street
. 0.776 E 0.957
9 Vasco Road Greenville Road C 669 B 0.85 A 0131 A 0.167
. Carroll Road/ 0.816
10 Greenville Road Flynn Road D 0.750 D 082 N/A  N/A N/A N/A

Notes: N/A = not applicable; LOS = level of service; V/C= volume to capacity ratio; Bold/gray shading indicates
segments that operate at unacceptable levels.
Source: Arup, 2017.

B3-15

The text on page 337 incorrectly states the wrong segment for mitigation and

has been revised. However, the numbers and impact identification in Table

3.B-40 are correct.

Page 337 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

DMU Alternative. Under the DMU Alternative in 2025, one express lane

freeway segment would have a significant impact compared to No Project
Conditions. Impacts would occur at the following segment:

*  TFassajara/SantaRitaRoad-toFaHon/E-CharroRead Livermore

Avenue to Springtown Boulevard/First Street Express Lane
(Segment #7). Under 2025 with DMU Alternative Conditions, this
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express lane freeway segment would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.003
and LOS F during the AM peak hour in the westbound direction. The
V/C ratio for this segment increases by more than 2 percent than it
would under No Project Conditions.

As described starting on page 357 of the Draft EIR, significant impacts under
2025 project conditions at Dougherty Road & Dublin Boulevard (Intersection
#2) would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of
Mitigation Measure TRAN-7a (Improvements for Intersections #2, #5, #39, and
#48 under 2025 Project Conditions), which requires improvements for turning
and through lanes. Similarly, this mitigation is applied for other scenarios as
noted in the comment.

BART acknowledges the City of Dublin’s concerns about the proposed
mitigation and will consult with the City to explore other options, including an
adaptive signal control system as suggested in the comment.

The change in the contribution of truck traffic emissions to cancer risk and
impacts to sensitive receptors from particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM,;) that would result from the relocation of the I-580 lanes has
been added to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.

Table 2-1, starting on page 80 of the Draft EIR (Chapter 2, Project Description),
describes the required relocation of the 1-580 lanes. As shown there, relocation
would typically be around 46 feet. Generally, approximately half of the
relocation would occur north of the 1-580 median, shifting the westbound lanes
farther north, and half would occur south of the median, shifting the
eastbound lanes farther south. The extent of relocation along the project
corridor is shown in Figure 2-2 (Conventional BART), Figure 2-14 (DMU
Alternative/EMU Option), and Figure 2-20 (Express Bus/BRT Alternative) (see
also Appendix B in the Draft EIR). The relocation of I1-580 lanes would shift the
closest traffic adjacent to a particular sensitive receptor even closer and shift
the distant traffic on lanes headed the opposite direction farther from the
receptor.

In order to assess health risk from highway relocation, cancer risk and PM, 5
concentration values were calculated for the maximally exposed individual
sensitive receptors (MEISRs) using the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) Highway Screening Analysis Tool. As shown in Appendix B.1 of the
RTC, Revised Air Quality Appendix, Table 41, this screening analysis indicates
that risks from widening the 1-580 median to accommodate rail (Proposed
Project and DMU Alternative/EMU Option) and bus transfer platforms (Express
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Bus/BRT Alternative) would be reduced for the Proposed Project and EMU
Option (as traffic shifts farther from sensitive receptors as a result of the
relocation) and less than significant for the DMU Alternative and Express
Bus/BRT Alternative (despite traffic shifts closer to sensitive receptors as a
result of the relocation). The Enhanced Bus Alternative would not entail
relocation of I-580, and thus would have no impacts. Therefore, as described
below, no new significant impacts would result from changes in truck traffic
emissions associated with the relocation of I-580 and no changes to the
significance conclusions presented in the Draft EIR are required.

In response to the comment, the following text is added to the third paragraph
on page 1121:

Sources considered in the operational HRA include: (1) traffic generated by
full buildout of the BART to Livermore Extension Project (roadway segments
with an increase in average daily traffic volume greater than 10,000
vehicles per day); (2) traffic lanes shifting closer to, or farther from

sensitive receptors as a result of the 1-580 relocation; (3) buses; (4) DMUs
(DMU Alternative only); (5) maintenance trucks and solvents to be used for

maintenance operations at the BART and DMU maintenance facilities
(Proposed Project and DMU Alternative); and (6) maintenance operation of
the diesel-fired emergency generators. Under State regulatory guidelines,
diesel particulate matter (DPM) is used as a surrogate measure of
carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel
exhaust.

A new section is added under the fourth paragraph on page 1122 (Source
Configurations and Parameters) as follows:

I-580 Relocation — Changing the Location of Traffic with Respect to
Sensitive Receptors (Conventional BART Project, DMU Alternative/EMU
Option, and Express Bus/BRT Alternative). This analysis addresses the
impacts of moving traffic on I-580 closer to and/or farther from sensitive

receptors as a result of the highway relocation. Generally, the westbound
I1-580 lanes would be shifted to the north and the eastbound [-580 lanes

would be shifted to the south to accommodate the widened median for the

rail extension or the bus transfer platforms, resulting in traffic being closer
to, as well as farther from, each respective sensitive receptor.

In order to assess health risks from highway relocation, cancer risk and
PM, s concentration values were calculated for the MEISRs using the
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BAAQMD Highway Screening Analysis Tool." The tool was used to estimate
the excess cancer risk from shifting the traffic closest to a sensitive
receptor even closer and shifting distant traffic on I-580 lanes headed the
opposite direction, even farther (similar to the example above).

Health risks from the BAAQMD Highway Screening Analysis Tool were
estimated using 2014 emission rates from CARB’s mobile source emissions
estimation tool EMFAC2007.> As EMFAC2007 is no longer available for
public use, the more recent model (EMFAC2014) was run for calendar years
2014 through 2050.3 To estimate cancer risk in 2025, a scaling value was
developed to adjust for fleet improvements in DPM emissions between
2014 and 2025.The scaling value takes into account the year-by-year
changes to estimated fleet-average per-mile emission factors and applies
an appropriate weighting for age-specific exposure factors over a 30-year
period starting at the third trimester. The scaling value also takes into
account the updates to OEHHA (2015) risk assessment guidelines made
since the development of the BAAQMD Highway Screening Analysis Tool,
updating the exposure factors for cancer risk (including daily breathing
rate, fraction of time at home, and age sensitivity factors). Additionally, an
adjustment was made to account for the increase in traffic volumes on |-
580 from 2014 (the basis for the Highway Screening Analysis Tool) and
project evaluation years 2025 and 2040. The resulting adjustments for
lower future emissions, higher traffic volume, and updated OEHHA
guidance were used to scale cancer risk estimates from the Highway
Screening Analysis Tool. To estimate PM,s concentration in 2025, the PM, s

concentration from the Highway Screening Analysis Tool was multiplied by
the ratio of the emission factor for PM,; in 2025 to the emission factor for

PM,s in 2014, scaled upwards for the increase in traffic volume on I-580. It
is conservatively assumed that DPM emissions contribute 80 percent of the

total cancer risk from highway emissions. The same scaling factor
developed to estimate highway impacts for 2025 (accounting for lower

emissions and updated risk assessment guidelines) was conserativel
applied to estimate highway impacts for 2040 emissions, although it is

! Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2011. Highway Screening Analysis
Tool. Alameda County. 6 ft and 20 ft. Available at: http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-
and-research/ceqa/alameda-6ft.kmz?la=en and http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-
and-research/ceqa/alameda-20ft.kmz?la=en. Accessed January 2018.

2 BAAQMD. 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and
Hazards. Available at: http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/risk-
modeling-approach-may-2012.pdf?la=en. Accessed January 2018.

® Every calendar year between 2014 and 2050 (inclusive) was evaluated because cancer risk is
based on a 30-year exposure and exposure parameters vary by year. A 30-year exposure starting in
2025 will end in 2054. The maximum year possible to run EMFAC is 2050. Thus, it is assumed that
DPM emissions level off (i.e., stay constant) after 2050.
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expected that highway impacts in 2040 would be much lower due to
reduced emissions anticipated under existing regulations. Appendix H
shows the contribution to cancer risk and PM, s concentration from the

highway relocation (Table 41).

The Draft EIR is revised to include the following sentence in the fifth paragraph
on page 1122 as follows:

Passenger Vehicle Traffic (Conventional BART Project and Alternatives).
To address the impacts of passenger vehicle traffic described in Section
3.B, Transportation, road segments with an increase in average daily traffic
volume greater than 10,000 vehicles per day were identified. A screening-
level risk assessment was completed for these segments using the
BAAQMD Roadway Screening Analysis Calculator.* The same adjustment for

lower emissions in future years, as described above, was applied to the
BAAQMD Roadway Screening Analysis Calculator. Cancer risk and PM, s

concentration were identified for the operational MEISR.

The Draft EIR is revised to include the following sentence at the end of the first
paragraph on page 1160 under Impact 11 (Result in emissions of TACs and
PM.s causing increased health risk above BAAQMD significance thresholds
under 2025 Project Conditions) as follows:

In addition, the relocation of I-580 would result in changes to health risk at
nearby sensitive receptors.

Draft EIR Tables 3.K-19 and 3.K-20, on page 1161 and 1162, respectively, have
been revised as follows:
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TABLE 3.K-19 MAXIMUM OPERATIONAL PROJECT CANCER RISK AT OFF-SITE RECEPTORS IN 2025

Excess Cancer Risk (in 1 million)

Express Enhanced

Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
Source BART Project Alternative Option Alternative  Alternative
Receptor Type Resident Resident Resident Resident Resident
Traffic =0.26 =0.26 =0.26
Highway Relocation - -° -° 14 -
Buses 6.1 6.1 6.1 4.1 6.3
DMU - 1.6 -- - -
Generator (Isabel 0.44 0.44 0.44 - -
Station)
Generator 0.025 0.043 0.043 - -
(Maintenance Facility)
Maintenance Trucks 9.1E-06 2.1E-05 2.1E-05 -- --
and Shuttle vVan ¢
Solvent Use --° --° -0 -- --
Total 6.8-65 8.4 82 6.8 66 5.54% 6.3
Significance 10 10 10 0 10
Threshold
Above Threshold? No No No No No
Notes: -- = not applicable.

2 Incremental increase in traffic volume is less than 10,000 vehicles per day for all roadway segments. Per
BAAQMD screening methodology, cancer risk is considered to be negligible.

® Solvent use in the storage and maintenance facility for the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU
Option would be less than the BAAQMD permitting thresholds. Therefore, cancer risk is considered to be
negligible.

¢ A numerical value with "E" denotes scientific notation; thus, 5.6E-06 is equivalent to 5.6 x 10°.

¢ A shuttle van is included for the Proposed Project only. Maintenance trucks are included for the Proposed
Prolect DMU Alternatlve and EMU Option.

reductlon in_cancer rlsk at the MEISR because the cancer risk |mgact from movmg the Westbound Ianes of
I-580 closer to the MEISR (by 11 feet) is outweighed by moving the eastbound lanes of 1-580 farther from the

MEISR fi LA nservative m re, this r ion in cancer risk neficial eff isn
included.
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TABLE 3.K-20 MAXIMUM ANNUAL AVERAGE OPERATIONAL PROJECT PM.s CONCENTRATIONS AT
OFF-SITE RECEPTORS IN 2025

PM.s Concentration (ug/m?)

Express Enhanced

Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
Source BART Project Alternative Option Alternative  Alternative
Receptor Type Resident School Resident Resident Resident
Traffic =0.0054 =0.0052
Highway - 0.024 - 0.0049 --
Relocation
Buses 0.0087 0.00043 0.0087 0.0057 0.0085
DMU - 0.022 -- - --
Generator (Isabel 0.00059 4.2E-05 0.00059 - --
Station)®
Generator 3.3E-05 0.00013 5.8E-05 -- --
(Maintenance
Facility)°
Maintenance 2.3E-08 6.4E-08 5.8E-08 - --
Trucks and Shuttle
Van ¢
Total 0.015-6:6693 0.047 6623 0.015 0.011 0.0085

06093 00657

Significance 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Threshold
Above Threshold? No No No No No
Notes: -- = not applicable; pg/m?® = micrograms per cubic meter; PM.s = fine particulate matter.

* Incremental increase in traffic volume is less than 10,000 vehicles per day for all roadway segments. Per
BAAQMD screening methodology, cancer risk is considered to be negligible.

® A numerical value with "E" denotes scientific notation; thus, 3.7E-05 is equivalent to 3.7 x 10°.

¢ A shuttle van is included for the Proposed Project only. Maintenance trucks are included for the Proposed
Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU Option.

“For the Conventional BART Project and EMU Option, the highway relocation would result in a reduction in

the MEISR (by 36 feet). Asconservative measre! this reduction in PM.s concentration (benefical effect) is

not included.

Page 1162 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

Conventional BART Project. In 2025, the Proposed Project would result in
potential impacts to health risk associated with toxic air contaminants
(TACs) and PM, s concentrations due to changes in passenger vehicle
activity, highway relocation, new bus routes, activities at the storage and
maintenance facility, and emergency generators.

= |n 2025, the Proposed Project would have an overall net reduction in
VMT of 38,250,574 miles compared to 2025 No Project Conditions.
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However, as described above, this analysis conservatively does not
quantify the reduction in TACs and PM,; associated with the net
reduction in VMT.

There is one roadway segment of Airway Boulevard projected to have a
net increase of greater than 10,000 vehicles per day within 1,000 feet
of the MEISR. This segment is to the south of I-580 and to the west of
Sutter Street. All other roadway segments would have a net increase of
less than 10,000 vehicles per day or a net decrease in roadway volume.

Thus, this one roadway segment was evaluated for contribution to
incremental cancer risk and PM, s concentration. In addition, 1-580 is

within 1,000 feet of the MEISR. Both will impact the MEISR.

At the identified MEISR location, the westbound lanes of I-580 would be
shifted 11 feet closer to the MEISR and the eastbound lanes would be
shifted 36 feet farther from the MEISR. This results in a reduction in
cancer risk and PM, s concentration at the MEISR. The reduction
beneficial effect) is conservatively not acounted for in the overall
cancer risk and PM, s concentration at the MEISR.

The second paragraph on page 1163 of the Draft EIR has been revised as
follows:

Table 3.K-19 shows that the increased cancer risk at the MEISR is 6-5 6.8-
in-1-million and Table 3.K-20 shows that the maximum PM,s concentration
is 6:6093 0.015 pg/m?, which are below the thresholds of 10-in-1-million
and 0.3 pug/m?, respectively. Therefore, the Proposed Project in 2025 would
have less-than-significant impacts related to health risk. (LS)

In addition, the following revisions have been made to page 1163 of the
Draft EIR:

DMU Alternative. In 2025, the DMU Alternative would result in similar
emission sources as the Proposed Project, except that it would include DPM
emissions from the DMU vehicles. The new and modified bus routes,
highway relocation, emergency generators, and maintenance trucks at the
storage and maintenance facility would be similar to the Proposed Project.

In 2025, the DMU Alternative would have an overall net reduction in
VMT of 28,578,215 miles compared to the 2025 No Project Conditions.
However, as described above, this analysis conservatively does not
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quantify the reduction in TACs and PM,; associated with the net
reduction in VMT.

There is one roadway segment of Airway Boulevard projected to have a
net increase greater than 10,000 vehicles per day within 1,000 feet of
the MEISR. This segment is to the south of I-580 and to the west of
Sutter Street. All other roadway segments would have a net increase of
less than 10,000 vehicles per day or a net decrease in roadway volume.

Thus, this one roadway segment was evaluated for contribution to
incremental health risk and PM, s concentration.

At the identified cancer risk MEISR location, the westbound lanes of

I-580 would be shifted 11 feet closer to the MEISR, while the eastbound
lanes would be shifted 36 feet farther from the MEISR. This results in a
reduction in cancer risk at the MEISR. The reduction (benefical effect) is
conservatively not accounted for in the overall cancer risk at the MEISR.

At the identified PM,s concentration MEISR location, the eastbound
lanes of 1-580 would be shifted 21 feet closer to the MEISR, while the
westbound lanes would be shifted 5 feet farther from the MEISR.

The second paragraph on page 1164 of the Draft EIR (under DMU Alternative)
has been revised as follows:

Table 3.K-19 shows that the increased cancer risk at the MEISR is 82 8.4-
in-1-million and Table 3.K-20 shows that the maximum PM, s concentration
is 6:623 0.047 pg/m?, which are below the thresholds of 10-in-1-million
and 0.3 pug/m?, respectively. Therefore, the 2025 DMU Alternative would
have less-than-significant impacts related to health risk. (LS)

The second-to-last sentence in the third paragraph under the EMU Option on
page 1164 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

Table 3.K-19 shows that the increased cancer risk at the MEISR is 66 6.8-

in-1-million and Table 3.K-20 shows that the maximum PM,s concentration
is 6:6093 0.015 pg/m?, which are below the thresholds of 10-in-1-million

and 0.3 pg/m? respectively.
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A new (third) bullet is added under the Express Bus/BRT Alternative on page
1164 of the Draft EIR, as follows:

= At the identified MEISR location, the westbound lanes of 1-580 would be
shifted 43 feet closer to the MEISR, while the eastbound lanes would be
shifted 69 feet farther from the MEISR.

The last paragraph on page 1164 of the Draft EIR (under the Express Bus/BRT
Alternative) has been revised as follows:

In 2025, the cancer risk MEISR and maximum PM,s concentration for the
Express Bus/BRT Alternative are located at the Dublin Station — Avalon Il
apartment complex, approximately 127 meters north of the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station. Table 3.K-19 shows that the increased cancer
risk at the MEISR is 4-% 5.5-in-1-million and Table 3.K-20 shows that the
maximum PM, s concentration is 6:6657 0.011 ug/m?®, which are below the
thresholds of 10-in-1-million and 0.3 pg/m?®, respectively. Therefore, the
2025 Express Bus/BRT Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts
related to health risk. (LS)

Draft EIR Tables 3.K-21 and 3.K-22, on page 1166 and 1167, respectively,
under Impact AQ-12 (Result in Emissions of TACs and PM,s Causing Increased
Health Risk Above BAAQMD Significance Thresholds Under 2040 Project
Conditions) have been revised as follows:
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TABLE 3.K-21 MAXIMUM OPERATIONAL PROJECT CANCER RISK AT OFF-SITE RECEPTORS IN 2040

Excess Cancer Risk (in 1 million)

Express Enhanced

Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
Source BART Project Alternative Option Alternative  Alternative
Receptor Type Resident Resident Resident Resident Resident
Traffic 1+30.17
Highway Relocation - - = = -
Buses 2.7 2.7 2.7 3.9 6.1
DMU - 1.8 - -- -
Gengrator (Isabel 0.44 0.44 0.44 _ B
Station)
Generator
(Maintenance Facility) 0.025 0.043 0.043 - -
Maintenance Trucks
and Shuttle Van 4.5E-06 9.9E-06 9.9E-06 -- -
Solvent Use -0 -0 -0 - --
Total 453.4 5.0 3.2 3.9 6.1
Significance 10 10 10 10 10
Threshold
Above Threshold? No No No No No
Notes: -- = not applicable.

2 Incremental increase in traffic volume is less than 10,000 vehicles per day for all roadway segments. Per
BAAQMD screening methodology, cancer risk is considered to be negligible.

° Solvent use in the storage and maintenance facility under the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU
Option would be less than BAAQMD permitting thresholds. Therefore, cancer risk is considered to be
negligible.

¢ A numerical value with "E" denotes scientific notation; thus, 2.7E-06 is equivalent to 2.7 x 10°.

¢ A shuttle van is included for the Proposed Project only. Maintenance trucks are included for the Proposed
Pro;ect DMU Alternatlve and EMU Option.

eductlon in_cancer rlsk at the MEISR because the cancer rlsk |mgact from movmg the westbound Ianes of

580 closer to the MEISR (by 11 feet) is outwelghed b¥ moving the eastbound lanes of |-580 farther from the
MEIR f LA nservative m h| ion neficial eff is not incl .

highway relocation are exgected to be negllglble
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TABLE 3.K-22 MAXIMUM ANNUAL AVERAGE OPERATIONAL PROJECT PM.s CONCENTRATIONS AT

OFF-SITE RECEPTORS IN 2040

PM,s Concentration (ug/m?)

Express Enhanced

Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
Source BART Project Alternative Option Alternative  Alternative
Receptor Type Resident School Resident Resident Resident
Traffic 6-6160.0034
Highway Relocation - 0.026 - -° --
Buses 0.0039 0.00021 0.0039 0.0053 0.0082
DMU - 0.025 - - -
Generator (Isabel 0.00059 4.2E-05 0.00059 - -
Station)
Generator
(Maintenance 3.3E-05 0.00013 5.8E-05 - -
Facility)
Maintenance Trucks
and Shuttle Van® 1.7E-08 4.7E-08 4.3E-08 -- --
Total 6621 0.079 6:6250.051 0.0046 0.0053 0.0082
Significance
Threshol 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Above Threshold? No No No No No
Notes: -- = not applicable; PMy, = respirable particulate matter.

2 Incremental increase in traffic volume is less than 10,000 vehicles per day for all roadway segments. Per
BAAQMD screening methodology, cancer risk is considered to be negligible.

® A numerical value with "E" denotes scientific notation; thus, 3.7E-05 is equivalent to 3.7 x 10°.

¢ A shuttle van is included for the Proposed Project only. Maintenance trucks are included for the Proposed
Prolect DMU Alternatlve and EMU Option.

PM25 concentration at the MEISR because the concentratlon |mgact from moving the Westbound Ianes of
1-580 closer to the MEISR (by 12 feet) is outweighed by moving the eastbound lanes of 1-580 farther from

he MEISR fi LA nservative m re, thi ion in PM. s concentr. neficial
¢ The 2040 MEISR for Express Bus/BRT Alternative is located over 1,000 feet from I-580. Any impacts from

the highway relocation are expected to be negligible.

The second paragraph on page 1168 of the Draft EIR has been revised as
follows:

Conventional BART Project. In 2040, emissions of TACs and PM,s would
be similar to those in 2025, with differences described below.
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There is one roadway segment of Airway Boulevard projected to have a
net increase greater than 10,000 vehicles per day within 1,000 feet of
the MEISR. This segment is to the south of I-580 and to the east of
Sutter Street. All other roadway segments would have a net increase of
less than 10,000 vehicles per day or a net decrease in roadway volume.
Thus, this one roadway segment was evaluated for contribution to
incremental cancer risk and PM,s concentration. In addition, I-580 is
within 1,000 feet of the MEISR. Both will impact the MEISR.

The last paragraph under Conventional BART Project on page 1168 of the Draft
EIR has been revised as follows:

Tables 3.K-21 and 3.K-22, respectively, show that the increased cancer risk
at the MEISR is 4-5 3.4-in-1-million and the maximum PM,sconcentration is
0.621-0.079 pg/m?, which are below the thresholds of 10-in-1-million and
0.3 pg/md, respectively.

The last paragraph under DMU Alternative on page 1169 of the Draft EIR has
been revised as follows:

Tables 3.K-21 and 3.K-22 show that the increased cancer risk at the MEISR
is 5:0-3.4-in-1-million and the maximum PM,sconcentration is 6-:625 0.051
pg/m?, which are below the thresholds of 10-in-1-million and 0.3 pg/m?,
respectively.

Draft EIR Tables 3.K-25 and 3.K-26, on page 1183 and 1184, respectively,
under Impact AQ-18(CU) (Result in Emissions of TACs and PM,s Causing
Increased Health Risk Above BAAQMD Significance Thresholds Under 2025
Cumulative Conditions) have been revised as follows:
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TABLE 3.K-25 MAXIMUM OPERATIONAL CANCER RISK AT OFF-SITE RECEPTORS, 2025 CUMULATIVE

CONDITIONS
Excess Cancer Risk (in 1 million)
Express Enhanced

Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
Source BART Project Alternative Option Alternative  Alternative
Receptor Type Resident Resident Resident Resident Resident
Traffic 126 123 124 122 124 122 127 67
Highway Relocation -° -° - 14 -
Buses 6.1 6.1 6.1 4.1 6.3
DMU - 1.6 - - -
Gengrator (Isabel 0.44 0.44 0.44 B B
Station)
Generator
(Maintenance Facility) 0.025 0.043 0.043 - -
Maintenance Trucks
and Shuttle Van®® 9.1E-06 2.1E-05 2.1E-05 - -
Solvent Use - -
Non-Project Sources -- -- -- 9.9 4.2
Total 132-130 132-131 131129 141 142 77
Significance Threshold 100 100 100 100 100
Above Threshold? Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Notes: -- = not applicable. Bold/gray values exceed thresholds.

2 Includes traffic impact from INP and Dublin/Pleasanton Parking Expansion. The analysis considers roadway
segments with an average of greater than 10,000 vehicles per day.

® A shuttle van is included for the Proposed Project only. Maintenance trucks are included for the Proposed
Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU Option.

¢ Solvent use in the storage and maintenance facility under the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU
Option would be less than BAAQMD permitting thresholds. Therefore, cancer risk is considered to be
negligible.

¢ A numerical value with "E" denotes scientific notation; thus, 5.6E-06 is equivalent to 5.6 x 10°.

¢ For the Conventional BART Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU Option, the highway relocation results in a
reduction in cancer risk at the MEISR because the cancer risk impact from moving the westbound lanes of I-

580 closer to the MEISR (by 11 feet) is outweighed by moving the eastbound lanes of 1-580 farther from the
L eet). As a ati asure i Juction (k icial effect) i i Jded
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TABLE 3.K-26 MAXIMUM ANNUAL AVERAGE OPERATIONAL PM.s CONCENTRATIONS AT OFF-SITE
RECEPTORS, 2025 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

PM.s Concentration (ug/m3)

Express Enhanced

Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
Source BART Project Alternative Option Alternative  Alternative
Receptor Type Resident School Resident Resident Resident
Traffic® 0-82.0.78 1.15 0-80.0.77 0.86 0.58
Highway Relocation® - 0.024 --° 0.0049 -
Buses 0.0087 0.00043 0.0087 0.0057 0.0085
DMU - 0.022 - - -
Generator (Isabel 0.00059 4.2E-05 0.00059 - -
Station)
Generator (Maintenance 3.3E-05 1.3E-04 5.8E-05 - -
Facility)
Maintenance Trucks and
Shuttle Van®® 2.3E-08 6.4E-08 5.8E-08 - -
Non-Project Sources - - - 0.0097 0.0050
Total 6-83-0.79 +171.20 6:81-0.78 ©6:87-0.88 0.59
Significance Threshold 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Above Threshold? Yes-No Yes ¥es-No Yes No
Notes: -- = not applicable; PM.s = fine particulate matter. Bold/gray values exceed thresholds.

2 Includes traffic impact from INP and Dublin/Pleasanton Parking Expansion. The analysis considers roadway
segments with an average of greater than 10,000 vehicles per day.

=" A shuttle van is included for the Proposed Project only.

*¢Maintenance trucks are included for the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU Option.

%A numerical value with "E" denotes scientific notation; thus, 3.7E-05 is equivalent to 3.7 x 10°.

“For the Conventional BART Project and EMU Option, the highway relocation results in a reduction in PM.s
concentration at the MEISR because the concentration impact from moving the westbound lanes of I-580 closer
to the MEISR (by 11 feet) is outweighed by moving the eastbound lanes of I-580 farther from the MEISR (by 36
feet). As a conservative measure, this reduction inPM.s concentration (beneficial effect) is not included.

The first bullet under Conventional BART Project on page 1184 of the Draft EIR
has been revised as follows:

= There are five-four roadway segments projected to have greater than
10,000 vehicles per day within 1,000 feet of the MEISR. In addition,
[-580 is within 1,000 feet of the MEISR. Both will impact the MEISR.
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The first paragraph on page 1185 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows
(for Conventional BART Project):

Table 3.K-25 shows that the cumulative cancer risk at the MEISR is 32
130-in-1-million and Table 3.K-26 shows the maximum PM,sconcentration
is 6:83-0.79 pg/m?. The cumulative cancer risk is which-are-above the
thresholds of 100-in-1-million, while the cumulative PM, s concentration is
below the threshold ofand 0.8 pg/m?,.respectively:

The first paragraph on page 1186 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows
(for DMU Alternative):

Table 3.K-25 shows that the cumulative cancer risk at the MEISR is £32
131-in-1-million and Table 3.K-26 shows the maximum PM,sconcentration
is +17-1.20 pg/m?, which are above the thresholds of 100-in-1-million and
0.8 pg/m?, respectively.

The last paragraph on page 1186 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows
(for EMU Option):

Table 3.K-25 shows that the cumulative cancer risk at the MEISR is 3%
130-in-1-million and Table 3.K-26 shows the maximum PM.sconcentration
is 681 0.78 pg/md.; The cumulative cancer risk is above the threshold of
100-in-1-million, while the cumulative PM,s concentration is below the
threshold of 0.8 ug/m?®. which-are-above-the-threshotlds-of 166-in-1-mittion
ane-0-8-pg/m’respectively:

The last paragraph on page 1187 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows
(for Express Bus/BRT Alternative):

Table 3.K-25 shows that the cumulative cancer risk at the MEISR is—14%
142-in-1-million and Table 3.K-26 shows that the maximum PM,
concentration is 6:87 0.88 ug/m?, which are above the thresholds of
100-in-1-million and 0.8 ug/m?, respectively.

Draft EIR Tables 3.K-27 and 3.K-28, on page 1190 and 1191, respectively,
under Impact AQ-19(CU) (Result in Emissions of TACs and PM,s Causing
Increased Health Risk Above BAAQMD Significance Thresholds Under 2040
Cumulative Conditions) have been revised as follows:
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TABLE 3.K-27 MAXIMUM OPERATIONAL CANCER RISK AT OFF-SITE RECEPTORS, UNDER 2040
CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Excess Cancer Risk (in 1 million)

Express Enhanced

Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
Source BART Project Alternative Option Alternative  Alternative
Receptor Type Resident Resident Resident Resident Resident
Traffic 120 119 119 78 73
Highway Relocation - - - = =
Buses 2.7 2.7 2.7 3.9 6.1
DMU - 1.8 - - -
Generator (Isabel 0.44 0.44 0.44 B B
Station)
Generator
(Maintenance 0.025 0.043 0.043 - -
Facility)
Maintenance
Trucks and Shuttle 4.5E-06 9.9E-06 9.9E-06 - -
Van®¢
Solvent Use --° --¢ --¢ -- --
Non-Project _ _ _ 9.9 4.2
Sources
Total 123 124 122 92 83
Significance
Tk?reshold 100 100 100 100 100
Above Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No
Notes: -- = not applicable. Bold/gray values exceed thresholds.

2 Includes traffic impact from INP and Dublin/Pleasanton Parking Expansion. The analysis considers
roadway segments with an average of greater than 10,000 vehicles per day.

° A shuttle van is included for the Proposed Project only. Maintenance trucks are included for the
Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU Option.

¢ Solvent use in the storage and maintenance facility under the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, and
EMU Option would be less than BAAQMD permitting thresholds. Therefore, cancer risk is considered to
be negligible.

¢ A numerical value with "E" denotes scientific notatlon thus, 2.7E- 05 is equwalent t0 2.7 x 105

a reduction in cancer rlsk at the MEISR because the cancer rlsk |mgact from movmg the Westbound lanes

of 1-580 closer to the MEISR (by 12 feet) is outweighed by moving the eastbound lanes of 1-580 farther
frmhMEIR f LA nrvivm re, this r ion(beneficial eff is not incl

from the hlghwa¥ relocatlon are exgected to be negllglble
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TABLE 3.K-28 MAXIMUM ANNUAL AVERAGE OPERATIONAL PM.s CONCENTRATIONS AT OFF-SITE
RECEPTORS, UNDER 2040 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

PM.s Concentration (ug/m?)

Express Enhanced

Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
Source BART Project Alternative Option Alternative  Alternative
Receptor Type Resident School Resident Resident Resident
Traffic® 0.75 1.10 0.73 0.73 0.66
Highway Relocation -4 0.026 -4 -2 --
Buses 0.0039 0.00021 0.0039 0.0053 0.0082
DMU - 0.025 - -- --
Generator (Isabel 0.00059 4.2E05  0.00059 - -
Station)
Generator
(Maintenance 3.3E-05 1.3E-04 5.8E-05 -- --
Facility)
Maintenance Trucks
and Shuttle Van® 1.7E-08 4.7E-08 4.3E-08 -- --
Non-Project Sources -- -- -- 0.0097 0.0050
Total 0.75 +32 1.15 0.74 0.75 0.67
Significance
Threshold 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Above Threshold? No Yes No No No
Notes: -- = not applicable; ug/m?*® = micrograms per cubic meter; PM.s = fine particulate matter. Bold/gray

values exceed thresholds.

2 Includes traffic impact from INP and Dublin/Pleasanton Parking Expansion. The analysis considers
roadway segments with an average of greater than 10,000 vehicles per day.

¢ A shuttle van is included for the Proposed Project only.

® Maintenance trucks are included for the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, and EMU Option.

¢ A numerical value with "E" denotes scientific notatlon thus 3.7E-05 is equnvalent to 3.7 x 105

concentration at the MEISR because the cancer rlsk impact from moving the Westbound Ianes of 1-580
closer to the MEISR (by 12 feet) is outweighed by moving the eastbound lanes of I-580 farther from the

MEISR (by 36 feet). As a conservative measure, this reduction in PM,s concentration neficial
not included.

¢ The 2040 MEISR for Express Bus/BRT Alternative is located over 1,000 feet from I-580. Any impacts from
the highway relocation are expected to be negligible.

The second-to-last paragraph on page 1192 of the Draft EIR has been revised
as follows (for DMU Alternative):

Tables 3.K-27 and 3.K-28 show that the cumulative cancer risk at the MEISR
is 124-in-1-million and the maximum PM,sconcentration is +32 1.15
png/m?, respectively, which are above the thresholds of 100-in-1-million and
0.8 pg/m?,
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Impacts related to pile driving are summarized below for the Proposed Project,
followed by the DMU Alternative/EMU Option and Express Bus/BRT Alternative.

For the Proposed Project, construction noise impacts are summarized in Table
3.J-12 (Conventional BART Project — Predicted Construction Noise Levels at
Representative Sensitive Receptors), on page 990 of the Draft EIR. Locations
where pile driving would occur (East Airway Boulevard to Isabel Avenue,
Proposed Isabel Station, and Isabel Station South Parking Facility) would have
construction noise levels of 101.3 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at 50 feet, and
there would be no exceedances of daytime or nighttime thresholds at sensitive
receptors associated with pile driving (no significant impacts). Construction
noise associated with other activities could result in impacts to sensitive
receptors along the project corridor from Tassajara Road/Santa Rita Road to
Fallon Road/El Charro Road and along the eastern extent of the East Airway
Boulevard realignment. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (Limit Construction Hours
and Methods for Pile Driving and Other Construction Activities) addresses this
impact. However, no significant noise impacts from pile driving were identified
for the Proposed Project.

DMU Alternative/EMU Option and Express Bus/BRT Alternative construction
noise impacts are summarized in Table 3.J-14 (DMU Alternative — Predicted
Construction Noise Levels at Representative Sensitive Receptors), on page 996
and in Table 3.J-16 (Express Bus/BRT Alternative — Predicted Construction
Noise Level at Representative Sensitive Receptors), on page 1001 of the Draft
EIR, respectively. Under both alternatives, pile driving near the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station platform would exceed the FTA threshold for
nighttime noise at residential receptors. Therefore, the Draft EIR identified
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (Limit Construction Hours and Methods for Pile
Driving and Other Construction Activities) to limit construction at affected
locations to daytime hours or to the use alternative construction methods.
Either of these methods would be sufficient to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level.

Additional measures are not required to reduce pile driving noise impacts.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 allows alternative pile installation methods, and
BART may consider using the equipment suggested by the commenter.

As discussed in the Response to Comment B3-18, there would be no
exceedances of daytime or nighttime thresholds at sensitive receptors
associated with pile driving, and thus no significant impacts. Potential
significant construction noise impacts are identified on page 993 and 1000 of
Section 3.J, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the realignment
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of the eastern extent of East Airway Boulevard and along the project corridor
from Tassajara Road/Santa Rita Road to Fallon Road/El Charro Road could
exceed the applicable FTA criteria for noise generated by construction during
daytime and nighttime hours. This impact would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1
(Limit Construction Hours and Methods for Pile Driving and Other Construction
Activities) on page 1003. Additionally, this measure would require BART’s
contractors to employ moveable noise curtains or barriers along the southern
side of East Airway Boulevard to shield daytime construction noise impacts to
residential uses to the south. Moveable sound barrier curtains can provide

15 dBA of sound attenuation.” Static sound barrier curtains can provide sound
transmission loss of 16 to 40 dBA, depending on the frequency of the noise
source.® Given that the predicted noise levels shown in Table 3.J-12
(Conventional BART Project — Predicted Construction Noise Levels At
Representative Sensitive Receptors) and Table 3.J-14 (DMU Alternative —
Predicted Construction Noise Levels At Representative Sensitive Receptors), on
pages 990 and 996, respectively, noise levels would only exceed daytime
thresholds by 2 dBA. Therefore, the identified mitigations would be more than
sufficient to reduce noise levels to a less-than-significant level and continuous
verification noise monitoring during construction activities is not required.

For the Proposed Project, construction vibration impacts are summarized in
Table 3.J-13 (Conventional BART - Predicted Construction Vibration Levels at
Representative Sensitive Receptors) on page 993 of the Draft EIR. The Proposed
Project would have construction vibration impacts associated with the
realignment of East Airway Boulevard resulting from standard construction
equipment (vibratory roller). This impact would also occur for the DMU
Alternative; see Table 3.J-15 (DMU Alternative — Predicted Construction
Vibration Levels at Representative Sensitive Receptors) on page 998. There
would be no significant construction vibration impacts associated with either
the Express Bus/BRT Alternative or the Enhanced Bus Alternative; see Table
3.)-17 (Express Bus/BRT Alternative — Predicted Construction Vibration Level at
Representative Sensitive Receptors) on page 1002.

The Draft EIR identified Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (Limit Construction Hours
and Methods for Pile Driving and Other Construction Activities) to require BART
and its contractors to use non-vibratory excavator-mounted compaction wheels
and small smooth drum rollers for final compaction of asphalt base and

“Industrial Noise Control (INC), 2014. Product Specification Sheet, INC Portable Noise Screen,

2014.

® Environmental Noise Control (ENC), 2014. Product Specification Sheet, ENC STC-32 Sound
Control Panel System, 2014.
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asphalt concrete. This is a standard mitigation measure used to minimize
construction vibration from compaction rollers and is sufficient to reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level in the judgment of the technical experts
who prepared it. Continuous verification vibration monitoring during
construction activities is not warranted.

B3-21 Table 3.B-18 (Local Roadway Improvements, 2025 and 2040 No Project
Conditions) has been updated as shown in Response to Comment B3-8.
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RESPONSE B4
Steven Spedowfski, City of Livermore

B4-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment is
informational in nature and no response is necessary.

B4-2 This comment summarizes the findings of the Draft EIR and enumerates the
benefits of for the Proposed Project and the opportunity the Proposed Project
provides for transit-oriented development at Isabel Avenue. No response is
necessary.

B4-3 The commenter's opposition to the Express Bus/BRT Alternative and Enhanced
Bus Alternative is noted. No response is necessary. Please see Response to
Comment B7-2 regarding LAVTA’s 2016 system changes.

B4-4 The City’s concern about the ROW impacts of the DMU and Express Bus/BRT in
Dublin and Pleasanton is noted. For more discussion of the ROW issue in
Dublin, see the Responses to Comment letter B3. For discussion of an
alternative BART-DMU interface at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station, see Response
to Comment A5-6.

B4-5 As shown in Table 3.B-24 of the Draft EIR, of 8,100 weekday boardings that are
forecasted to occur at Isabel Station in 2040 for the Proposed Project, 4,300
are expected to access the station by driving to the station and parking.
Because each parking space accommodates more than one rider due to
carpooling and parking space turnover, 3,400 parking spaces is sufficient to
accommodate this demand.

As described on page 300 of the Draft EIR in Section 3.B, Transportation, the
parking facilities for the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives were sized to
accommodate the projected demand. The Draft EIR acknowledges that, while
the quantity of station parking has been designed to accommodate the
anticipated demand, unanticipated demand for parking could exceed supply
and could result in BART patrons parking on local streets. If any of the cities
were to request assistance in managing overflow parking by BART patrons,
BART would work with that city to implement the BART Parking Management
Toolkit (see Appendix D of the Draft EIR), which provides recommended
strategies for addressing parking overflow onto city streets. In addition, the
Isabel Station parking garage would be designed to accommodate the potential
future construction of two additional levels of parking. However, these
additional two levels are not proposed as part of the current project and are
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not analyzed in the Draft EIR; they would require subsequent environmental
analysis as a separate future project.

The Draft EIR did not assume the construction of the 540 new spaces at
Dublin/Pleasanton Station for the analysis of the Proposed Project—only the
new spaces at Isabel Avenue. The 540 spaces that would have been provided
by a separate project, the Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking Expansion, were
assumed for the cumulative analysis. The Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking
Expansion is no longer under consideration by BART, although a different
garage project is under consideration by the County. See Master Response 9
for information regarding the Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking Expansion.

The commenter’s opposition to the location of the storage and maintenance
facility for the Proposed Project is acknowledged. Key impacts assessed in the
Draft EIR as summarized below.

= The Draft EIR identified significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the storage and maintenance facility for the Proposed Project related to
agricultural resources and visual quality.

= The Draft EIR found that potential biological resource impacts related to
the storage and maintenance facility would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures that require
preconstruction surveys, avoidance measures, and compensation measures
for loss of habitat.

= The Draft EIR determined that the storage and maintenance facility would
not result in significant noise impacts.

In addition. as noted in Response B4-9 below, if botanical surveys and wetland
delineation provide more specific information that would allow a modified
design for the storage and maintenance facility that minimizes impacts. BART
would consider revising the design of the storage and maintenance facility. For
additional information on the criteria and process that led to the selection of
the North Livermore site for the storage and maintenance facility, see Master
Response 6. For more information on the environmental impacts related to the
storage and maintenance facility, see Master Response 7.

Noise generating activities, such as trains moving over switches in the yard and
car coupling would occur throughout the yard and cannot be located farther
south. Other activities, such as blow pit operations, car washing, and wheel
truing would occur within enclosed buildings, which would reduce the noise
levels associated with these activities at sensitive receptors. These impacts
were found to be less than significant: (1) the Proposed Project would have
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less-than-significant impacts; and (2) the DMU Alternative would have less-
than-significant impacts with implementation of mitigation measures. Please
see Master Response 7 for a comprehensive discussion of impacts associated
with operation of the storage and maintenance facility in terms of the 24-hour
day-night noise metric as well as the peak hour noise metric during the
quietest nighttime hours.

As stated on page 617 of Section 3.E, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR,
Mitigation Measure VQ-3 (Screen Storage and Maintenance Facility) provides
that BART shall use fences and berms to provide visual screening of the facility
from prominent views, where feasible. As stated on pages 627 through 629,
Mitigation Measure VQ-6 (Design and Install Lighting Fixtures to Reduce
Spillover) provides that light sources shall be screened and shielded to reduce
spillover light outside of BART property. Any night lighting shall be focused
downward, shielded, and recessed within fixtures so as not to introduce new
light or glare. However, the Draft EIR conservatively identifies the nighttime
impact from the storage and maintenance facility as significant and
unavoidable, as it would be in a rural area with few existing sources of
illumination where any new lighting would be substantially noticeable.
Therefore, if the BART Board adopts the Proposed Project or DMU
Alternative/EMU Option, it will also need to adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations.

BART has elected to do further visual analysis for the storage and maintenance
facility and prepared new photo-simulations for the Proposed Project to
address the concerns of several residents in North Livermore. This new analysis
confirms the conclusions in the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 7 for a
discussion of the additional photo-simulations.

Please see Response to Comment A5-3 and Master Response 5 for a discussion
about the required size and need for the storage and maintenance facility. A
reduction in the size of the storage and maintenance facility could result in
operational inefficiencies, requiring more cars to be out of service for longer
periods, resulting in increased crowding of trains and possibly increased
headways. Also see Master Response 6 for a description of sites BART
considered for the storage and maintenance facility.

The Draft EIR biological resources setting and impact analysis are based on the
best available scientific data, the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy,
habitat and species modeling, and analysis of aerial photos by plant, wildlife,
and wetland specialists. All accessible portions of the Proposed Project
footprint (and the footprints of all Build Alternatives) were surveyed for
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biological resources using California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) standards. Even following
the completion of surveys, it is common to have data gaps, particularly in the
presence, absence, and distribution of rare plants—which have a long survey
window—that typically are addressed through the application of appropriate
mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure BIO-1.A (Botanical Surveys for Areas
Not Previously Surveyed and Refinement of Project Design) on page 886 of the
Draft EIR requires that focused botanical surveys be conducted in areas of the
footprint for the adopted project that have not been surveyed and that the final
project design avoid and minimize impacts on identified special status plant
populations to the extent feasible. Similarly, Mitigation Measure BIO-11.A
(Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Wetlands, Waters of the U.S. and/or Waters of
the State) and Mitigation Measure BIO-11.B (Compensatory Mitigation for
Wetlands, Waters of the U.S. and/or Waters of the State) on page 927 of the
Draft EIR requires a formal wetlands delineation to be completed and for final
project design to avoid and minimize the fill of wetlands, waters of the U.S.,
and/or waters of the State to the greatest practicable. Please see Responses to
Comments C2-2, C2-3, and C2-4 for more information regarding biological
resources. As the commenter notes, the botanical surveys and wetland
delineation may provide more specific information that would allow a modified
design for the storage and maintenance facility that minimizes impacts. Should
this occur, BART would consider revising the design of the storage and
maintenance facility.

BART will coordinate with Alameda County, the City of Livermore, and the
respective resource agencies in selecting appropriate and available lands for
biological and agricultural protection. In response to this comment, mitigation
measures related to the provision of compensatory biological habitat and
agricultural lands have been revised to prioritize preservation of lands in the
North Livermore area. BART appreciates the City’s offer to contribute funds
from its Transfer of Development Credits program to acquire and maintain
additional land for natural resources and agricultural purposes.

The following text has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Consult with
USFWS and Reduce Impacts on Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Their Habitat in
the 1-580 Corridor Area — north of Croak Road and Cayetano Creek Area), on
page 891:

b. Participation in a USFWS-approved vernal pool invertebrate mitigation
bank program such as the Mountain House Conservation Bank with
purchase of appropriate vernal pool creation and preservation credits to
mitigate for anticipated vernal pool habitat losses. BART, after




May 2018 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS — BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

consulting with the agencies, will select appropriate and available
mitigation locations, with a preference for those in Eastern Alameda
County, North Livermore, and Doolan Canyon.

The following text has been added at the end of Mitigation Measure BIO-3.B
(Provide Compensatory Habitat to Mitigate for the Loss and Disturbance of CTS
and CRLF Habitat) on page 897:

BART, after consulting with the agencies, will select appropriate and
available mitigation locations, with a preference for those in Eastern
Alameda County, North Livermore, and Doolan Canyon.

The following text has been added at the end of Mitigation Measure BIO-6.B
(Off-Site Compensatory Habitat for Burrowing Owl) on page 909:

BART, after consulting with the agencies, will select appropriate and
available mitigation locations, with a preference for those in Eastern
Alameda County, North Livermore, and Doolan Canyon.

The following text has been added at the end of Mitigation Measure BIO-10.B
(Provide Compensatory Habitat to Mitigate for the Loss and Disturbance of San
Joaquin Kit Fox Habitat) on page 922:

BART, after consulting with the agencies, will select appropriate and
available mitigation locations, with a preference for those in Eastern
Alameda County, North Livermore, and Doolan Canyon.

The following text has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-11.B
(Compensatory Mitigation for Wetlands, Waters of the U.S. and/or Waters of the
State) on page 928:

1. Purchase or dedicate land to provide wetland preservation, restoration,
or creation in a ratio of at least 1-to-1 (i.e., no net loss). Wetland
mitigation requirements may be adjusted in the final conditions of the
404 permit, 401 water quality certification, and streambed alteration
agreement issued by the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW, respectively.
Where practical and feasible, on-site mitigation shall be implemented. If
the use of on-site mitigation is not practical and feasible to meet
resource agency-required compensatory mitigation requirements, BART

after consulting with the agencies, will select appropriate and available
off-site mitigation locations, with a preference for property in Eastern
Alameda County, North Livermore, and Doolan Canyon. BART shall

235



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS — BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR May 2018
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

B4-11

B4-12

236

satisfy the remaining portions of the obligation through the purchase of
mitigation credits through an approved wetland mitigation bank.

The following text has been added to Mitigation Measure AG-1 (Provide
Compensatory Farmland under Permanent Protection) on page 506:

BART shall mitigate the loss of agricultural land, including Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, and land zoned for agricultural use by providing for
permanent agricultural use at an off-site location at a 1-to-1 ratio. The land
shall have similar agricultural value to the acreage lost. BART will consult

with the Alameda County Resource Conservation District to identify
appropriate and available farmland to permanently protect. BART will
coordinate with the City of Livermore and Alameda County to leverage
other resources available from those agencies for open space preservation
to enhance the value of the mitigation and benefits to North Livermore. The
preferred location shall prioritize appropriate and available land near the
land being removed from agricultural use, urban growth boundaries and/or
existing easements. Fhe ati itigati sha
be-inEastern-Alameda-County although-othertocations-arepossible. The

protection will be in perpetuity through agricultural land easements or
other permanent protection.

The commenter’s opposition to the location of the storage and maintenance
facility for the Proposed Project is acknowledged. The BART Board will consider
the comments provided on the Draft EIR, responses to those comments, and
any revisions to the Draft EIR along with the potential project impacts and the
benefits. If the BART Board decides to approve the Proposed Project or an
alternative that has significant effects identified in the Final EIR, but that are
not avoided or substantially lessened, the BART Board must prepare a
Statement of Overriding Considerations that makes findings that any
unavoidable significant effects are acceptable due to overriding considerations,
as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.

As described on page 224 of the Draft EIR in Section 3.A, Introduction to
Environmental Analysis, the BLVX Travel Demand Model used for the EIR’s
transportation analysis used the regionally adopted land use projections, in
accordance with accepted methodology for similar types of projects. These
projections include growth for the nine-county Bay Area region as described in
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) adopted by the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, called Plan Bay Area, as well as projections by the
San Joaquin Council of Governments in its RTP. To use different future land use
assumptions would be considered speculative and is not standard practice. As
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the comment acknowledges, the analysis correctly used assumptions from the
adopted RTPs for purposes of transportation impact analysis. It should also be
noted that federal law requires transportation and air quality modeling based
on the land use assumptions contained in adopted RTPs. The comment
suggests that, in addition, BART should conduct a second analysis of ridership
utilizing projected land uses based on unspecified “actual trends.” However,
the comment does not identify any source of generally accepted, quantifiable
“actual trend” assumptions for land uses, beyond generally speculating that
future housing demand within the Bay Area may exceed supply to an unknown
degree. Nothing in CEQA requires BART to develop and provide a second
analysis of ridership based on unidentified and speculative land use
assumptions.

In response to this comment, the following text will be added to page 269 of
the Transportation section following the first paragraph under “BART Ridership
Forecast.”

Traffic incidents are indirectly taken into account by the BLVX Travel
Demand Model. In preparing the model for analysis via the validation and
calibration step, the model’s processes for generating transit ridership and
traffic volumes are informed by existing, observed conditions. While the set
of observed data to be used is selected to exclude existing conditions with
major, outlier incidents, the selected dataset does represent ‘typical’ travel
conditions, which include some amount of incidents. Therefore, the
model’s transit ridership and traffic volume outputs do reflect the effects of
the ordinary course of incidents on delays.

The model does not use the likelihood of incidents as an independent
variable in explaining travel behavior; the current state of the art in travel
demand modeling is unable to do so. Thus, the level of incidents cannot be
used as an explanatory variable in travel forecasting.

This comment suggests that BART should conduct a second analysis of
ridership reflecting the likelihood of traffic incidents but does not identify any
information on quantifiable consequences of such incidents, beyond generally
noting that “there are frequent incidents on 1-580 that slow down traffic and
add unpredictability”. Nothing in CEQA requires BART to develop a novel
methodology for a second analysis of ridership based on traffic incidents. It
should be noted that traffic analysis in the Draft EIR prepared by City of
Livermore for the INP follows the standard methodology and not the approach
suggested in the comment.
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Please see Response to Comment A5-7.

The commenter’s support for future direct connections between ACE and BART is
noted. While a direct connection between ACE and BART is outside the scope of
this project, which extends service to Isabel Avenue, a future project connecting to
ACE is not precluded by this project. As discussed on page 1497 in Chapter 5 of
the Draft EIR, adoption of a rail extension to Livermore using conventional
BART, DMU or EMU technology does not preclude future service expansions
such as a rail connection with ACE. Such an extension would be the subject of
a separate project-level evaluation in a future environmental document.
Specifically, if the BART Board adopts the Proposed Project, a future extension
farther east of the Isabel Station could be implemented using conventional
BART technology or DMU or EMU technology. If the BART Board adopts the
DMU Alternative or EMU Option, a future extension using DMU or EMU
technology could be implemented; however, a future extension using
conventional BART technology would be highly ineffective.

See Master Response 5 regarding the required size of the storage and
maintenance facility and cost allocation to the Proposed Project. See also
Master Response 1 regarding Livermore’s contributions to funding the BART
system.

The comment on cost estimates and request for cost comparisons to other rail
projects is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR or environmental
impacts pursuant to CEQA. However, a response is provided here for
informational purposes. Please also see Response to Comment A5-8, which
provides a cost comparison of the DMU Alternative to a similar stretch of the
ACEforward Project’s DMU alignment.

Table 4.B-2 provides a comparison with the costs of other extensions
completed by BART. BART has discussed alternative project delivery methods
with the City of Livermore and will continue to explore such approaches and
potential cost savings.
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TABLE 4.B-2: CosST PER MILE COMPARISON FOR EXTENSIONS OF CONVENTIONAL

BART TECHNOLOGY

Capital
Cost Track Cost
(2016 $) Miles per Mile Notes

BART to Livermore $1.308B 7.7 $169M -

Extension Project?

Cost without highway $1.04B 7.7 $136M -

widening

Dublin/Pleasanton $0.82B 14 $58M Did not include

Extension ROW costs as the
ROW was provided
by others

Pittsburg/Bay Point $0.78B 7.8 $100M -

Extension

Warm Springs Extension $0.80B 55 $146M -

Colma Extension $0.28B 1.6 $172M  Built around active
yard

SFO Extension $1.93B 8.7 $222M  Mostly subway

Notes:

M = Millions; B = Billions

* Costs for historical extensions escalated to 2016 dollars using consumer price index;

2 Does not include cost of maintenance facility.
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RESPONSE B5
Gerry Beaudin, City of Pleasanton

B5-1

B5-2

246

Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment
summarizes the findings of the Draft EIR. The commenter's support for the
Proposed Project is noted. No response is necessary.

Three metrics have been calculated that measure cost effectiveness for the
Proposed Project and Alternatives. These are: (1) combined rail and bus
farebox recovery ratio, defined as the total revenue collected via fares divided
by the total cost to operate the services; (2) annualized lifecycle costs per net
new BART boarding; and (3) annual Operations and Maintenance (O&M) cost
per net new BART boarding. All metrics were calculated for 2040 conditions,
but are expressed in 2016 dollars. Calculations for both project-only
conditions and Cumulative Conditions are provided in Table 4.B-3 below.

TABLE 4.B-3 COST EFFECTIVENESS METRICS FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND
ALTERNATIVES

Proposed
Project Express Enhanced
(Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus
BART) Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

2040 Project Conditions

Combined Rail
and Bus Farebox 88% 72% 73% 193% 40%
Recovery Ratio

Annualized
Lifecycle Costs
per Net New
BART Boarding

$20.56 $30.60 $31.33 $14.11 $21.24

Annual O&M
Cost per Net
New BART
Boarding

$6.61 $8.28 $8.18 $2.96 $14.66

2040 Cumulative Conditions

Combined Rail
and Bus Farebox 101% 86% 87% 260% 155%
Recovery Ratio

Annualized
Lifecycle Costs
per Net New
BART Boarding

$18.26 $25.81 $26.43 $10.29 $4.72




May 2018

B5-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS — BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

TABLE 4.B-3 CosT EFFECTIVENESS METRICS FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND
ALTERNATIVES

Proposed
Project Express Enhanced
(Conventional DMU EMU Bus/BRT Bus

BART) Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Annual O&M
cost per Net $5.87 $6.98 $6.90 $2.16 $3.26
New BART
Boarding

Note: All metrics are expressed in 2016 dollars.

The Express Bus/BRT Alternative is the most cost-effective alternative as
measured by all three metrics. Under project-only conditions, it has a
combined rail and bus farebox recovery ratio of 193 percent, an annualized
lifecycle cost per net new boarding of $14.11, and an annual O&M cost per
boarding of $2.96.

The Proposed Project is less cost-effective than the Express Bus/BRT
Alternative, but performs better than other alternatives—with a combined rail
and bus farebox recovery ratio of 88 percent, an annualized lifecycle cost per
net new boarding of $20.56, and an annual O&M cost per boarding of $6.61
under Project-only conditions. Farebox recovery is higher than the BART
system average, which was 74 percent in 2017, even when bus expenses and
fares are taken into account. This is in part because the new passengers take
longer trips than average, and thus pay higher fares than average.

Please refer to the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives Evaluation Report
for additional information pertaining to the costs and benefits of the Proposed
Project and Build Alternatives, provided as a link on the project website at
https://www.bart.gov/about/projects/liv.

The freeway impacts identified for the Proposed Project in the Draft EIR are a
worst-case scenario and result due to some ACE riders shifting to driving to the
proposed Isabel Station to ride BART. As discussed on pages 380 and 454 of
Section 3.B, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the BLVX Travel Demand Model
predicts that some ACE riders will shift to driving to the proposed Isabel
Station to ride BART because riding BART will become more convenient once
the Isabel Station is in place. Please see Response to Comment B8-11
describing a comparison of travel time assumptions for BART and ACE. The
analysis assumed a faster BART travel time compared to ACE, which explains
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why some ACE riders may shift to using BART. Also, note that under existing
conditions, some ACE riders may find BART to be the faster mode of travel but
take ACE nevertheless because of lack of parking at Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

Consistent with BART’s System Expansion Policy, the City of Livermore is
considering the INP, which is a ridership development plan intended to
promote transit supportive land use and access to the proposed Isabel Station.
The INP is a Specific Plan allowing for new housing and denser development
around the proposed station area than currently permitted by the City of
Livermore’s General Plan. The City of Livermore is the lead agency for the INP,
which is undergoing a separate review and approval process from the BART to
Livermore Extension Project. The comment suggests that, because BART policy
requires the City to develop an INP, BART should have included the land uses
permitted under the INP “in the base project assumptions.” However, the INP
was still under development at the time that BART prepared its Draft EIR; thus,
it would have been inappropriate for the Draft EIR analysis to assume that land
uses under the INP were already in effect. To the extent that the commenter is
concerned that anticipated ridership, VMT reductions, and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emission reductions would be understated without assuming anticipated
land use changes from the INP, those anticipated benefits are fully accounted
for and disclosed under the Cumulative Conditions scenario, which includes
the land use assumptions from the INP. The commenter appears to prefer that
BART disclose only the cumulative benefits of the project together with the INP.
However, nothing in CEQA (which does not require an EIR to provide analysis of
project benefits in the first place) prohibited BART from identifying project
benefits with and without other anticipated projects, including the INP. See
Table 5-1 in Chapter 5, Project Merits, comparing “Project” and “Cumulative”
beneficial effects of the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives. See the
description of projects included under Cumulative Conditions, which includes
the INP (page 227 of the Draft EIR).

Page 1494 of the Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that the Cumulative
Conditions as presented in Table 5-1, include the INP, as follows:

This discussion includes both project-level beneficial effects from
implementation of the Proposed Project or an alternative and cumulative
beneficial effects from implementation of the Proposed Project or an
alternative in combination with the effects of other projects, including the
INP.

As described on pages 1501 to 1502 of the Draft EIR, while the BART to
Livermore Extension Project is included in MTC’s Resolution #3434, it is not
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listed as one of the transit extension projects subject to the TOD policy.
Therefore, the housing thresholds listed in the TOD policy are not applicable to
the Proposed Project and Alternatives. See Draft EIR Chapter 5, Project Merits,
for discussion of the consistency of the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative
with the MTC housing thresholds for informational purposes.

Please see Response to Comment A5-7 for information regarding the BART Bay
Fair Connector Project.

Please see Master Response 4 regarding the proposal to extend toward
Greenville Road instead of constructing a storage and maintenance facility.

Please see Master Response 5 for a discussion about the required size and
need for the storage and maintenance facility as well as the allocation of costs
associated with the facility to the Proposed Project.

The suggestion to place a paragraph summarizing the benefits of the Proposed
Project on page 19 is noted. The same information is available in Table S-4 and
the paragraphs that follow.

The comment asserts that the Enhanced Bus Alternative cannot qualify as the
environmentally superior alternative because it fails to meet basic project
objectives. The comment conflates selection of a reasonable range of feasible
alternatives for evaluation in an EIR with identification of the environmentally
superior alternative among those alternatives. CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(2)
provides that, if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project
alternative, an EIR must identify an environmentally superior alternative among
the other alternatives that are analyzed in the EIR. Consistent with this
requirement, the Draft EIR properly identified the No Build Alternative as the
environmentally superior alternative, and properly identified the Enhanced Bus
Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative among the Build
Alternatives (pages 1481 to 1482 of the Draft EIR). There is no basis to exclude
an alternative that has been selected for analysis in an EIR from being
identified as environmentally superior based on its ability to meet project
objectives.

As to whether the Enhanced Bus Alternative and Express Bus/BRT Alternative
should have been selected for analysis in the EIR in the first place, an EIR must
select a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which could feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or reducing
significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(a), (c)). Not all of the objectives
must be attained by every alternative. Moreover, when selecting some
alternatives for analysis in an EIR and excluding others as “considered but
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rejected,” an agency must determine whether an alternative is potentially
feasible [California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177
Cal.App.4th 957, 1000]. “While the lead agency may ultimately determine that
the potentially feasible alternatives are not actually feasible due to other
considerations, the actual infeasibility of a potential alternative does not
preclude the inclusion of that alternative among the reasonable range of
alternatives” [Watsonville Pilots Ass’n v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183
Cal.App.4th 1059, 1087]. Applying this standard, it was appropriate to include
the Enhanced Bus Alternative and Express Bus/BRT Alternative in the Draft EIR
because these alternatives would provide a cost-effective intermodal link
between the existing BART system, the ACE train, and Priority Development
Areas in Livermore—supporting the first project objective. In addition, the
Express Bus/BRT Alternative would reduce GHG emissions and other
pollutants, which is also a project objective.

Thank you for your comments. No response is necessary.
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RESPONSE B6
Robert Rickman, City of Tracy

B6-1

254

The commenter’s concerns about project cost-effectiveness, providing relief to
congestion on the 1-580 corridor in the vicinity of the Altamont Pass, and a
direct rail connection between BART and ACE are noted. The importance of
greater linkages within the wider region including the Tri-Valley Area, Tracy,
and the San Joaquin Valley is acknowledged.

The comment underscores the need for increased connectivity between the Tri-
Valley Area and the San Joaquin Valley and between BART and ACE. The
Proposed Project and Build Alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR were chosen
to determine how well different transit technologies (conventional BART, DMU
or EMU, and bus) could achieve the goals and objectives of a BART extension to
Isabel Avenue. A BART extension to Isabel Avenue was determined to be a
feasible project given the costs and environmental impacts identified in the
2010 BART to Livermore Extension Program EIR and the differing alignments
east of Isabel Avenue adopted by the BART Board and the City of Livermore.
The alternatives suggested by the comment (for example, direct links to ACE,
transit from the Tri-Valley to Tracy) address larger regional needs and are
beyond the scope of this EIR, but are not precluded as possible future projects.
The commenter’s objection to the cost and timeline of the EIR’s alternatives is
noted. BART supports increased connectivity in the region, particularly with
ACE. Please note that the Proposed Project and all three Build Alternatives
provide enhanced bus connections to ACE.

Additional information about the ability of the Proposed Project and Build
Alternatives to satisfy the project objectives is provided in the Proposed Project
and Alternatives Evaluation Report, which compares the benefits and costs of
the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives, evaluating their consistency with
the project goals and objectives and with the BART System Expansion Policy.
The report is available as a link on the project website at:
https://www.bart.gov/about/projects/liv.

Please see Master Response 10 for information regarding AB 758 and the Tri-
Valley San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority.
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Michael Tree, Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority
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Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment is
introductory in nature and does not specifically address the adequacy of the
EIR; no response is necessary.

The commenter’s support for Conventional BART is noted. As mentioned in the
comment and described on page 83 of the Draft EIR, several components of
the proposed bus routes are similar to Wheels Forward, a program of changes
to the LAVTA transit system implemented in August 2016 to provide more
frequent buses and new routes in Livermore, Dublin, and Pleasanton. BART
developed its Proposed Project and Alternatives, all of which included
expanded bus service, in advance of the implementation of Wheels Forward.
BART consulted with LAVTA staff in developing the bus service proposals for
inclusion in Draft EIR. The new, modified, or eliminated routes under the
Proposed Project and Build Alternatives are described in the Draft EIR in
relation to the previous bus route network. Elements shared by the Proposed
Project and Build Alternatives and the Wheels Forward program include
improved bus service from Downtown Livermore to BART, improved bus service
to Las Positas College, and improved bus shelters to serve the new Express and
Rapid routes. Other capital improvements, such as real-time arrival message
boards at bus stations, expansion of transit signal priority to additional
intersections, and installation of bus bulbs, are not included in the Wheels
Forward program. Additionally, the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives
would include improved bus service to Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
and the east side of Livermore. As noted on page 92 of the Draft EIR, although
LAVTA eliminated Route 12 and 12X service in August 2016, a restructured
Rapid route serves most of the existing Route 12 stops on Dublin Boulevard, as
well as North Canyons Parkway and Las Positas College, and a restructured
Route 14 serves areas of Livermore previously served by Route 12. Therefore,
these restructured routes would generally serve the areas previously served by
the 12 and 12X, and the existing routes analyzed in this EIR remain as
previously operated by LAVTA.

Please see Master Response 10 for information regarding AB 758 and the Tri-
Valley San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority.

Please see Master Response 5 regarding the need, size, and cost and cost
allocation for the storage and maintenance facility.
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Travel demand modeling for the Proposed Project indicated the need for
approximately 3,400 parking spaces at the new Isabel Station for the Proposed
Project. The BLVX Travel Demand Model was a version of the Alameda County
Transportation Commission model that was customized for the project as
described on page 269 of the Draft EIR in Section 3.B, Transportation. The
travel demand model did include planned BART extensions to Santa Clara
County, both an extension to Berryessa in the near term and a longer-term
extension to Santa Clara. Please see Response to Comment A5-9 regarding the
VTA/Santa Clara County BART extension and core system impacts.

The Express Bus/BRT Alternative and Enhanced Bus Alternative both include
park-and-ride bus services/shuttles similar to the suggestions in the comment.
Please refer to pages 146 and 161 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the
Draft EIR for a detailed description of the bus routes and access to park and
ride facilities.

Please also see Responses to Comments D1la-1 and D1k-4 about the East
Airway Boulevard park-and-ride. As noted in those responses, BART considered
increased bus service between the Airway Boulevard site and the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, but did not implement this concept due to the
estimated cost of the increased bus service that would be required to provide
adequate peak hour headways to meet BART trains. BART also reviewed the
ACTC study referenced by the commenter, which recommends a high-
frequency shuttle from the park-and-ride at Isabel. However, LAVTA previously
provided service from the park-and-ride to Dublin/Pleasanton Station and
dropped it due to insufficient ridership.

See Master Response 9 for information regarding the Dublin/Pleasanton
Station Parking Expansion Project.

Please see Response to Comment B3-9.
Please see Responses to Comments A5-6.

The BLVX Travel Demand Model used in the Draft EIR assumed increased ACE
train frequency (10 trains per peak period) in 2025 and 2040, which is
consistent with ACEforward. While San Joaquin County is included within the
model coverage area, Stanislaus County is beyond the modeled area; thus, the
ACE extension to Merced is not included in the model. See also Responses to
Comments B8-7 through B8-10.

Please see Master Response 11 for additional information regarding ACE and
the ACEforward Program.
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Please see Response to Comment A5-7.

The analysis in the Draft EIR takes into account future roadway configurations,
including the State Route (SR)-84 widening. Please see Table 3.B-18 on page
281 of the EIR for a complete list of future roadway improvements assumed in
the analysis. However, SR-84 is a north-south direction street, with the future
widening happening south of Stanley Boulevard in the southwestern edge of
Livermore. The increase in traffic in Livermore is mainly through the center of
Livermore or parallel to the freeway, with traffic being generated from the east
going west. Most of the increase in traffic is not anticipated to use SR-84,
south of Stanley Boulevard. The traffic pattern changes are depicted in the
Draft EIR on Figure 3.B-9 (Traffic Pattern Changes, AM Peak Period) on

page 321.

As noted in the comment and summarized on page 21 of the Draft EIR
(Chapter 1, Introduction), the Enhanced Bus Alternative would result in an
increase of 600 metric tons of greenhouse gas emissions per year, as emission
reductions associated with its small number of riders and small VMT
reductions would not be enough to outweigh the emissions from the bus itself.

BART consulted with LAVTA staff in developing the bus service proposals for
inclusion in the Draft EIR. The comment does not explain why it should be
assumed that the fleet of transit buses will be fully electric by 2040. The Draft
EIR assumptions regarding bus vehicle fleet characteristics were based on the
information provided in LAVTA's Short Range Transit Plan, which states that
LAVTA is pursuing all-electric vehicles for much of the 2017 fleet replacement.
However, it does not state specifically how many buses will be electric. The
Draft EIR conservatively assumed buses operated by LAVTA would be hybrid
diesel models, which typically consume 15 percent less fuel than standard
diesel buses per manufacturer specifications; see page 1216 of the Draft EIR in
Section 3.L, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. However, if LAVTA fully electrifies the
entire fleet of buses by 2040, this would reduce impacts for both air quality
and greenhouse gases. As such, the analysis in the Draft EIR is conservative,
including the conclusions presented in Table S-4 (Summary of Quantitative
Beneficial Effects in 2040, page 20), the current air quality emissions impacts
(pages 1071 to 1198), and the GHG emissions impacts (pages 1199 to 1255).
Thus, the modification requested would not result in any new significant
impacts and would only further reduce already identified impacts. Specifically,
an all-electric bus fleet would reduce emissions of reactive organic gases,
nitrogen oxides, respirable particulate matter, and PM. s for the Proposed
Project and Build Alternatives (as electric buses do not have emissions
associated with combustion), as analyzed in Impacts AQ-9, AQ-10, AQ-17(CU),
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and AQ-18(CU). Additionally, cancer risk and PM,s concentration impacts would
be reduced, as analyzed in Impacts AQ-11, AQ-12, AQ-19(CU), and AQ-20(CU).
Furthermore, overall GHG emissions would also be reduced but not eliminated,
as some of the emissions are displaced from the bus tailpipe to the source of
electricity generation, as analyzed in Impacts GHG-3, GHG-4, GHG-5(CU), and
GHG-6(CU).

Transit signal priority was assumed for routes serving the Isabel Station,
including 10, 12, 12X, 20X, X-A, X-B, and R-B. Page 159 of the Draft EIR lists
specific intersections for the Express Bus/BRT Alternative, and page 164 lists
the specific intersections for the Enhanced Bus Alternative. The adjusted bus
run times in the analysis for the Express Bus/BRT Alternative and Enhanced Bus
Alternative included time savings from transit signal priority (and other
improvements) at key selected locations along those routes. The analysis
treated local bus improvements at a programmatic level and did not evaluate
the effect of specific bus-only lanes on ridership. Doing so would have required
determining whether local roads would be widened or existing travel lanes
removed in order to provide the bus-only lanes, a level of detail beyond the
scope of the programmatic nature of the bus improvement portion of the
analysis.

This comment is informational in nature; no response is necessary.
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RESPONSE B8
Dan Leavitt, San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission

B8-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The comment on effects on
ACE ridership is introductory; please see Responses to Comments B8-7 through
B8-15.

The commenter’s support for improved connections between ACE and BART in
the Tri-Valley is noted. While a direct connection between ACE and BART is
outside the scope of this project extending service to Isabel Avenue, a future
project connecting to ACE is not precluded by this project.

The commenter expresses an opinion that the BLVX Travel Demand Model
analysis under-predicts future ACE ridership. Please see Responses to
Comments B8-7 through B8-10 for detailed responses.

B8-2 The design for the EMU vehicles has not yet been determined; if the EMU
Option is adopted, then a design will be selected. However, the commenter's
recommendation related to Figure 2-15 (DMU Alternative — Typical DMU and
EMU Vehicles) to show a newer model of the EMU vehicle has been
implemented. The figure has been updated on the following page to show a
newer EMU vehicle design.

B8-3 Please see Responses to Comments A5-5 and A5-6.

B8-4 The regional travel demand model is a highly complex system with many
elements affecting transit ridership, including anticipated land uses, relative
travel times, available modes, parking conditions, and highway congestion,
among others. The DMU Alternative represents a different transportation
network than the Proposed Project; therefore, changes in ridership over time
for one alternative will not be directly proportional to changes for the other.
For example, the DMU Alternative includes a transfer at the Dublin/Pleasanton
Station, which introduces a delay that does not occur for the Proposed Project.
The transfer delay is a disincentive to ridership. A three-minute timed transfer
weighted time translates into approximately 7.5 minutes of added wait time.
As a result, the attractiveness of a trip that includes a transfer is reduced,
causing a corresponding reduction in ridership even if the travel times are
identical.
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The text has been revised to clarify that there are additional existing bus
routes connecting BART and ACE that were not described in the Draft EIR.

The following text has been added to Chapter 2, Project Description, at end of
the first paragraph on page 116 and at the end of the last paragraph on
page 157:

Three bus routes connect to ACE in the project vicinity: from the ACE
Pleasanton Station, Wheels 53 connects to the West Dublin/Pleasanton

Station and Wheels 54 connects to Dublin/Pleasanton Station; and from the
ACE Livermore Station, Wheels 10 connects to the Dublin/Pleasanton
Station.

The following text has been added as a note to Table 3.B-5, Surrounding
Transit Services (Existing), on page 250 of the Draft EIR:

Three bus routes connect to ACE in the project vicinity: from the ACE
Pleasanton Station, Wheels 53 connects to the West Dublin/Pleasanton

Station and Wheels 54 connects to Dublin/Pleasanton Station; and from the
ACE Livermore Station, Wheels 10 connects to the Dublin/Pleasanton
Station.

The following text has been added to the middle of the second paragraph on
page 251 of the Draft EIR:

In addition, Wheels 10 connects the ACE Livermore Station to the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

The comparisons requested in the comment are provided in several locations
in the Draft EIR. The key environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and
Alternatives are presented in the Summary Chapter on page 18 and pages 27
through 42; see Table S-5 (Summary of Significant Impacts). In addition,
impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives are summarized and
compared in Chapter 4, Other CEQA, in the discussion of the Environmentally
Superior Alternative, and listed in Table 4-1 (Summary of Significant Impacts)
on pages 1,481 through 1,491.

Section 2.K of the Draft EIR, Alternatives Considered but Withdrawn, is
provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), which states that
the EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead
agency but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process, and briefly
explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. CEQA does
not require this discussion to restate the Proposed Project's environmental
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impacts. Furthermore, these alternatives were withdrawn from further
consideration specifically because, among other reasons, they did not avoid
environmental impacts.

The BLVX Travel Demand Model used in the Draft EIR assumes ACE train
frequency is increased to 10 trains per peak period in 2025 and 2040.

Regarding the ACEforward program, on January 10, 2018 (subsequent to the
date of its comment letter on the Draft EIR), the commenter rescinded its
ACEforward Draft EIR and announced that it does not intend to pursue the
projects evaluated in that EIR, including extensions to Modesto and Merced.
Instead, in a new NOP issued on January 10, ACE proposed a project extending
to Ceres (Phase I), with a potential future extension to Merced to be analyzed
at a programmatic level (Phase Il). The Phase | project to Ceres and potential
Phase Il project to Merced, as described in the January 10, 2018 NOP, are not
considered reasonably foreseeable projects for purposes of the Draft EIR.
However, for purposes of the travel demand model, it is reasonable to assume
the future increase in ACE service frequency.

On page 288 of the Draft EIR, the text has been revised to read:

Under 2025 and 2040 No Project Conditions, the analysis assumed that
other surrounding transit service would remain identical to existing

conditions, except for future ACE service, which is described below.

Elsewhere on page 288, the text has been revised to read:

ACE proposed is—currently-conducting-environmentalreviewofits

ACEforward-program;,-which-is a series of improvement projects and service
upgrades in its ACEforward program, to be implemented through 2022.

e OTTOW O \/ O > war—progira c

BbWWTFravel Demand-Modelanalysis: The first phase of ACE improvements
includes the extension of service to Modesto and would increase daily
round trips to San Jose from four trains to six. The second phase
improvements would include extension of service to Merced and the
expansion of service to 10 round-trip trains daily. The BLVX Travel Demand
Model analysis assumes that the ACE service increase to 10 trains daily
applies to both analysis years, 2025 and 2040. However, the BLVX model’s
coverage area does not include Stanislaus or Merced Counties; therefore,
the ACE extensions to Modesto and Merced were not included in the
transportation analysis. Moreover, ACE has rescinded the ACEforward EIR
and announced that it does not intend to pursue the projects evaluated in
that EIR, including the extension to Modesto. However, for purposes of the
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travel demand model, it is reasonable to assume the future increase in ACE
service frequency.

Extensions to Modesto and Merced were not included because this is outside
the model coverage area and because ACE has decided not to pursue these
projects. The EIR has been revised to state as such more explicitly; please see
above.

B8-8 Information about Wheels 53, Wheels 10, and Wheels 54 has been added to
Table 3.B-4 (Surrounding Transit Services) on page 249 of the Draft EIR as
follows:

TABLE 3.B-4 SURROUNDING TRANSIT SERVICES, EXISTING

Existing
Peak
Operator Route Headway Existing Service Span Route Overview
LAVTA 53 30-80 min  * Weekday: 5:36 a.m. —8:39 a.m. & Fairgrounds, East/ACE,
3:55 p.m. - 7:16 p.m. West Pleasanton BART
= Weekend: No service Station, Stoneridge Mall
LAVTA 10R 15 min » Weekday: 4:32 a.m. — 1:38 a.m.  East Dublin/Pleasanton
= Weekend: 6:02 a.m. — 1:38 a.m. Station, Valley Care
Livermore, Transit Center
LAVTA 5 60 min * Weekday: 6:51 a.m. — 8:20 a.m. & ACE, Hacienda, West

3:47 p.m. - 6:16 p.m. Pleasanton BART
= Weekend: No service

Notes: This table refers to existing surrounding transit services prior to implementation of Wheels Forward Plan.
min = minutes; LAVTA = Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority; RTD = San Joaquin Regional Transit District;
MAX = Modesto Area Express; StaRT = Stanislaus Regional Transit; SJRRC = San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission; LLNL = Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory; SNL = Sandia National Laboratories.

Sources: Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA), 2014; San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD),
2016; Stanislaus Regional Transit (StaRT), 2016; County Connection, and Modesto Area Express (MAX), 2016;
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SIRRC), 2016.
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Existing ACE ridership at the Vasco, Livermore, and Pleasanton ACE Stations
has been added to the Draft EIR. The following edits have been made to Table
3.B-5 on page 251:

TABLE 3.B-5 WEEKDAY RIDERSHIP, EXISTING

Operator Route Station Ridership
LAVTA 10 - 1,470
LAVTA 12/12X - 490
LAVTA 20X - 60
LAVTA Rapid Route - 1,440
SIRRC ACE [all stations] 4,380
SIRRC ACE Vasco Road 490
SIRRC ACE Livermore 540
SIRRC ACE Pleasanton 1,720

Notes: LAVTA = Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority; SIRRC = San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission; ACE = Altamont Corridor Express, reflecting existing 4 trains per day.

Sources: Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA), 2014; San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission (SIRRC), 2014-2015.

BART acknowledges that the model used in the ACEforward Draft EIR primarily
focuses on ACE, and therefore is likely to produce more accurate ACE ridership
projections than the BART to Livermore Extension Project Draft EIR. As stated
on page 288 of the Draft EIR, the ACEforward Draft EIR projections differ from
the values shown in Table 3.B-20 (Surrounding Transit Services Ridership -
Weekday Boardings, Existing and 2025/2040 No Project Conditions) on page
289 of the Draft EIR, because different ridership forecasting methodologies
were used in the BART to Livermore Extension and ACEforward Draft EIRs.
Whereas the primary focus of the BART to Livermore Extension ridership
analysis is on BART ridership, the primary focus of the ACEforward ridership
analysis is on ACE ridership. The commenter notes multiple factors that the
commenter believes have led the BLVX Travel Demand Model to under-predict
ACE ridership. BART acknowledges this possibility and notes that the approach
used in this Draft EIR may over-state the negative environmental impacts of the
Proposed Project and Build Alternatives on the ACE system, thus providing a
conservative discussion of potential impacts, consistent with CEQA. BART is
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not aware of other differing assumptions for ACE under this project compared
to ACEforward besides those described below.

The BLVX Travel Demand Model used in this study, adapted from the one
developed by the Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC), does
not include Stanislaus County, and thus does not capture the ridership to or
from Merced, a fact noted on pages 289, 380, and 381 of the Draft EIR. Other
factors that contributed to lower ACE ridership projections from the BLVX
Travel Demand Model include the model’s lack of geographic coverage of
Stanislaus and Merced counties, as well as higher travel times than assumed by
the ACEforward project. The ACE model is also a different type of model that
focuses on ACE service. These factors point to the possibility that the BLVX
Travel Demand Model under-predicts ACE ridership. However, the BLVX
analysis included a sensitivity test to determine whether a faster ACE travel
time would affect BART system ridership, and found that BART ridership was
affected by less than 1 percent. See Response to Comment B8-10 for more
details.

In response to the commenter’s questioning of the predicted drop in future
ACE ridership resulting from the BART to Livermore Extension Project, please
see the explanation provided on page 380 of the Draft EIR, which cites the
increase in parking provided at the proposed Isabel Station, closer to San
Joaquin County, as an attractor of potential trips that may otherwise have been
taken on ACE. Please also see the response to Comment B8-11 below, which
describes the BLVX Travel Demand Model analysis assumptions for travel time
in which assumed BART times were lower than assumed ACE times, and
acknowledges that ACE travel times might be lower than assumed by the BLVX
Travel Demand Model analysis.

In response to the commenter’s statement that the forecasted drop in ACE
ridership is not small, page 382 of the Draft EIR has been revised to read:

ACE currently serves a higher number of riders and would also see a

decrease. Note that, for the reasons described on page 272, the analysis

may have under-predicted ACE ridership. Also, ACE ridership could increase
if any of the BART-ACE rail connection alternatives considered in the

O a V/

Overall, impacts under the Proposed Project related to surrounding transit
service ridership in 2025 and 2040 would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required. (LS)
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Regarding possible secondary impacts of a potential under-estimate of ACE
ridership, specifically, as mentioned by the commenter, traffic on roads over
the Altamont Pass, the EIR has reported a conservative result. The BLVX Travel
Demand Model’s possible under-prediction of ACE ridership is reflected in trips
through this area assigned not to ACE but instead to driving over the Altamont
Pass. The resulting prediction of traffic on roads such as I-580 east of the
proposed Isabel Station, at 2,000 daily vehicles higher under the Proposed
Project than under No Project Conditions, may then be considered to be higher
than would actually occur; thus, the EIR may have over-stated the secondary
traffic impact.

This comment summarizes Impact PH-3 (Displace Substantial Numbers of
Existing Businesses During Construction) in the Draft EIR regarding potential
impacts to businesses. While the Proposed Project would require the partial or
full acquisition of 117 parcels and the DMU Alternative would require the
partial or full acquisition of 139 parcels, as stated by the commenter, the
actual displacement of businesses would be substantially less. One commercial
building (2600 Kitty Hawk Road, APN 904-004-010-02) would need to be
removed either under the Proposed Project or DMU Alternative/EMU Option.
The remainder of the commercial land that the Proposed Project or DMU
Alternative/EMU Option would encroach into consists primarily of surface
parking. Please see pages 542 and 543 of the Draft EIR. Under the Proposed
Project, 5 percent of the land to be acquired (26 parcels) is occupied by office
or commercial uses. Under the DMU Alternative/EMU Option, 10 percent of the
land to be acquired (38 parcels) is occupied by commercial and office uses.

Thank you for the design recommendations intended to reduce the amount of
ROW required from the DMU Alternative/EMU Option. Please see Response to
Comment A5-6.

The focus of the Draft EIR is on BART performance, and the forecasts provide a
reasonable representation of BART services and ridership in and through the
Tri-Valley Area, for the 2013 base year and for each of the future years of 2025
and 2040. However, BART acknowledges that the BLVX Travel Demand Model
analysis may have under-estimated future ACE ridership, as the commenter
contends. The BLVX modeling system, adapted from ACTC, does not include
coverage of the entire future ACE system, as Stanislaus and Merced counties
are outside the ACTC model's coverage area. This factor, together with other
factors as noted by the commenter, point to the possibility that future ACE
ridership will be higher than predicted by the BLVX Travel Demand Model
analysis.
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The text on page 272 of the Draft EIR has been revised to describe this
uncertainty and potential impacts as follows:

To quantify the effect of the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives on
transit operators' ability to meet their efficiency and ridership goals, the
study analyzed daily ridership for key selected transit providers near the
Proposed Project and Build Alternatives. The BLVX Travel Demand Model
generated daily ridership forecasts for the relevant transit providers under
each project scenario and alternative. Several methodological factors could
have led the BLVX maodel to under-estimate ACE ridership compared to
modeling performed by ACE for its ACEforward EIR. In particular, the BLVX
model is adapted from a model developed by the Alameda County
Transportation Commission, which does not include geographic coverage
of Stanislaus and Merced counties. The ACE model is also a different type
of model that focuses on ACE service and incorporates lower ACE travel
time assumptions. However, the BLVX analysis included a sensitivity test to
determine whether a faster ACE travel time would affect BART system
ridership, and found that BART ridership was affected by less than 1
percent.

The BART to Livermore Extension Project EIR defined an impact to surrounding
transit services, including ACE, as impeding those agencies’ ability to improve
their ridership. On the basis of the BLVX Travel Demand Model’s ridership
forecast for ACE, which may have overstated ridership impacts to ACE, the
Draft EIR identified a less-than-significant impact on ACE. If more travelers
choose ACE than the BLVX Travel Demand Model predicted, then the Draft EIR
analysis and significance determination was conservative. The differences
noted by the commenter with respect to ACE ridership would not lead to new
or more severe impacts than already described in the Draft EIR.

However, to acknowledge the uncertainty inherent in the analysis, text on page
380 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

Table 3.B-50 below presents the daily ridership projections under 2025
Project Conditions for surrounding transit services; ACE ridership is
expected to drop under the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative. Once
BART is extended to Santa Clara County, some ACE riders traveling to
southern Alameda County and Santa Clara County may prefer to ride BART
but may be unable to find parking at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station.
However, under the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative, these riders
would switch from ACE to BART due to the available parking spaces at
Isabel Station.
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Note that the BLVX Travel Demand Model was set up specifically to provide

as accurate a forecast as possible on BART system ridership. Different
ridership forecasting methodologies were used in the ridership modeling

performed by ACE for the ACEforward EIR, which primarily focuses on ACE
and therefore is likely to produce more accurate ACE ridership projections.
Multiple factors point to the possibility that the BLVX Travel Demand Model
has under-estimated future ACE ridership, including lack of geographic
coverage of Stanislaus and Merced counties and higher travel time
assumptions than those in ACE’s model for the ACEforward EIR.

Similarly, note that the ridership projections do not include an assumption
of a BART-ACE rail connection. ACE ridership could increase if any of the
BART-ACE rail connection alternatives considered in the ACEforward Draft
EIR analysis are implemented.

Please see Response to Comment B8-11 below for more details on comparative
travel time assumptions for ACE and BART. BART acknowledges that the BLVX
Travel Demand Model analysis may have under-estimated future ACE ridership.
During the development of the ridership forecasts for the Draft EIR, the
analysis tested sensitivity to faster ACE train travel times for the Proposed
Project. ACE travel times were reduced by 10 percent, which is consistent with
the improvements expected from the ACEforward Project. Reducing ACE travel
times resulted in 600 additional daily ACE trips in the year 2040, 200 of which
switched from using BART. BART systemwide boardings dropped by 200 in
2040, and boardings in the Tri-Valley Area dropped by 100. Total future ACE
ridership is forecasted to be approximately 6,000, while total future BART
ridership is forecasted to be approximately 600,000. Based on these results,
the analysis concluded that the BART ridership forecast was not highly
sensitive to a 10 percent change in ACE travel time and that the original
forecasts provide a reasonable projection of overall BART ridership. At the
same time, 600 trips constitute a much larger percentage of total ACE
ridership than 200 trips would constitute of total BART ridership. The analysis
thus concluded ACE ridership to be much more sensitive to changes in ACE
travel time assumptions than BART ridership, and as noted in the Response to
Comment B8-11, BART acknowledges that future ACE service may be more
competitive than the BLVX Travel Demand Model analysis has shown.

The commenter suggests that BART travel time will be higher, and that ACE
travel time lower, than the assumptions used in the Draft EIR. A comparison of
the Draft EIR assumptions regarding BART and ACE travel times to those
suggested by the commenter indicate the following: (1) the Draft EIR
assumptions regarding future BART travel time are reasonable; but (2) the
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future ACE travel time may be lower than represented in the Draft EIR analysis.
An explanation is provided below for information purposes.

The Draft EIR analysis assumptions regarding BART and ACE travel times for
year 2040 under the No Project Conditions are described below. The travel
times presented were for a hypothetical trip between a home in Stockton (707
North Monroe Street) and a 1* Street employer (1* Street and Tasman Drive,
Sunnyvale).

Table 4.B-4 summarizes the BART travel times presented by BART and those
suggested by SIRRC.

TABLE 4.B-4 TRAVEL TIME FOR HYPOTHETICAL TRIP USING BART, YEAR 2040 NO PROJECT

Travel Time

Assumed SJRRC
in BLVX Suggested
Analysis Travel Time
Trip Segment (minutes) (minutes) Notes
Drive 53 53
Wait 6 6

The travel times presented are for the 2040

no project scenario. There is no Isabel

Station in this scenario and therefore no
0 6 BART trip between Isabel and
Dublin/Pleasanton. The drive time of 53
minutes (above) assumes a drive trip to the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station.
The transfer at Bay Fair is a coordinated 3-
minute transfer (and not assumed to be
half the headway, i.e., 6 minutes). Note that
there is no timed transfer currently, but
BART expects to be able to provide this
type of operation after implementation of
the Bay Fair Connection project. The travel
time is therefore 44 minutes (41 minutes
travel time on BART plus 3 minutes transfer

Isabel - Dublin/
Pleasanton

Dublin/
Pleasanton - 44 41-55 (49)
Warm Springs

at Bay Fair).
Warm Springs -
Milpitas 8 8
Shuttle 16 16
130 - 144 Travel time would be 127 minutes as
Total 127 (138) presented.
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For the reasons stated in the notes in Table 4.B-4, the BART trip travel time
assumptions in the Draft EIR analysis remain reasonable.

Table 4.B-5 summarizes the ACE travel time assumptions from the BART to
Livermore Extension Project analysis and those suggested by SIRRC.

TABLE 4.B-5 TRAVEL TIME FOR HYPOTHETICAL TRIP USING ACE, YEAR 2040 NO PROJECT

Travel SJRRC
Time Proposed
Presented Travel
Trip by BART Time
Segment (minutes) (minutes) Notes
Drive 6 6

Consistent with industry standards, the travel

demand model assumed wait time to be half of the

headway. Future ACE headway is 30 minutes and
Wait 15 10 hence a wait time of 15 minutes is given. It is
acknowledged that riders may target their arrival
for specific train times and that a wait time of 10
minutes could be reasonable.
As part of developing the 2040 ridership forecasts
for the EIR’s Proposed Project, Cambridge
Systematics tested the sensitivity of ridership
forecasts to faster ACE train travel times.
Consistent with the improvements expected from
the ACEforward Plan, ACE train travel times were
reduced by 10% (no other changes were made to
the 2040 Alameda County Transportation
Commission model run developed for the EIR 2040
Proposed Project). Reducing ACE travel times
resulted in 600 additional daily ACE trips,
increasing the total ACE ridership on the Stockton-
San Jose line by 11%. Only 200 of the additional
trips switched from using BART to ACE and BART
boardings in the Tri-Valley were reduced by 100.
The BART to Livermore ridership forecasts did not
exhibit highly sensitivity to a 10% change in ACE
travel times.

ACE 113 100

Shuttle 10 10

Total 144 126

Should the assumed wait time for ACE be 10 minutes and the ACE train travel
time 100 minutes, then the ACE travel time (126 minutes) would be less than
the BART travel time (127 minutes), making ACE the more desirable choice for
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B8-15
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overall travel time. Under these conditions, the BLVX Travel Demand Model
analysis would have estimated higher ACE ridership. As noted in the comment,
with a higher ACE ridership estimate, the EIR would identify a smaller
environmental impact, for traffic specifically, as more ACE ridership from the
San Joaquin Valley would reduce the number of vehicles transiting 1-580 over
the Altamont Pass and through the Tri-Valley east of Isabel Avenue. Therefore,
the analysis in the Draft EIR is conservative.

The adopted version of the ACTC model explicitly accounts for differences in
travel times and costs of different alternatives. The preferences for one mode
of travel over another are captured in the weights that are assigned to different
travel modes (e.g., taking BART versus driving) based on how attractive that
travel mode is: the higher the weighting, the better the perception of this
mode. The weighting for commuter rail, including ACE, is higher in the ACTC
model than it is for BART, thereby accounting for the attractiveness of those
additional amenities described in the comment within the model. The Draft EIR
analysis is adequate pursuant to CEQA and no revisions are required for the
Draft EIR.
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RESPONSE B9
Elke Rank, Zone 7 Water Agency

BO-1

B9-2

BO-3

B9-4

BO-5
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Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment is
informational in nature and no response is necessary.

The Draft EIR describes the applicable regulatory framework and permitting
processes related to stormwater management and impervious surfaces starting
on page 775 and describes Zone 7 regulatory oversight starting on page 780.
BART will pay fees to which it is subject by applicable law.

As stated in the comment and as noted on page 799 of the Draft EIR in Section
3.H, Hydrology, BART is continuing to coordinate with Zone 7 and will submit
pre- and post-project hydraulic and hydrology calculations for review and
approval by Zone 7, as described in Mitigation Measure HYD-5 (Hydraulic
Capacity for Non-Flood Hazard Area Crossings).

Thank you for this information. The location of Zone 7's potential
sedimentation basin along Arroyo las Positas near Portola Avenue and I-580 is
noted. BART will coordinate with Zone 7 once the BART Board adopts a project
and during the development of the final design.

BART will adhere to Zone 7's boring, well-drilling, and well-destruction permits
as applicable and the Draft EIR has been updated to reflect minor text
additions.

Table 1-1 (Public Agencies with Possible Future Permit and/or Approval
Authority), on page 75 of the Draft EIR, under Zone 7 Water Agency, the
column for Permit or Approval Jurisdiction has been revised to include the
following text:

Zone 7 Geotechnical Borings/Well Drilling/Abandonment Permitting as
applicable

Page 782 of the Draft EIR under Zone 7 Encroachment Permits has been revised
as follows:

As discussed previously, Zone 7 requires an encroachment permit prior to
activities or construction that will be conducted within the agency's
property, easements, or ROWs and a well drilling/abandonment permit
prior to any drilling including well destruction, well construction, or
geotechnical borings.
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B9-6 Thank you for this information. After the BART Board adopts a project and
during development of final design, BART will coordinate with Zone 7
regarding the location, destruction and replacement of any wells within the
project footprint, as necessary.

B9-7 In response to this comment, the end of the last paragraph on page 748 has
been deleted as follows:

The first paragraph on page 763 has also been revised as follows:

Groundwater recharge occurs through natural and artificial recharge from
rainfall, releases from the South Bay Aqueduct of Lake del Valle, ane gravel
mining (water) recharge to ArreyoMecho-and Arroyo del Valle, and Zone 7
release of State Water Project water to Arroyo Mocho when available;
however, the majority of recharge is through artificial recharge and
recharge through stream channels.

B9-8 Thank you for this information. In response to this comment Figure 3.H-2
(Surface Hydrology) has been revised as shown on the following page.

B9-9 Thank you for this information. As illustrated in Figure 2 of the comment
letter, the Zone 7 pumping facility on East Airway Boulevard will be separate
from the proposed Isabel Station parking structure and parking lots. Once the
BART Board adopts a project and during the development of the final design,
BART will coordinate with Zone 7 regarding the water transmission and
pumping facilities, the pipeline along the south side of I-580 between Santa
Rita Road and Isabel Avenue, and the pipeline in East Airway Boulevard. As
stated in Impact UTIL-1 on page 1444 of the Draft EIR, prior to starting
construction, BART will notify and coordinate with affected utility providers per
California Government Code (Sections 4216-4216.9).
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B9-10 Zone 7’s August 24, 2017 comment letter on the water assessment for the INP
was reviewed, and there were no indications of any inconsistencies or conflicts
with the Draft EIR.

BO-11 See Response to Comment B9-4.

BO-12 See Response to Comment B9-8.
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RESPONSE B10
Alameda County Board of Supervisors

B10-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment introduces
issues that are covered in more detail in the remainder of the comment letter.
Please see Responses to Comments B10-7 through B10-14 and the Master
Responses and other responses referenced therein for individual responses to
these issues.

B10-2 This comment outlines the recommendations of the Alameda-San Joaquin
Regional Rail Working Group. Please see Responses to Comments A5-3 through
A5-9 for individual responses to these recommendations.

B10-3 Please see Response to Comment A5-2 and Master Response 10 regarding the
Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority established by AB 758.

B10-4 Please see response to comment B2-4 for response more information related to
the Program EIR and the current BART to Livermore Extension Project.

B10-5 Please see Response to Comment B2-5 and Master Response 11 for more
information related to the ACEforward project.

B10-6 Please see Response to Comment B2-6 for more information related to BART-
to-ACE rail connection.

This comment introduces issues that are covered in more detail in the
remainder of the comment letter. Please see Responses to Comments B10-7
through B10-14 and the Master Responses and other responses referenced
therein for individual responses to these issues.

B10-7 Please see Response to Comment A5-3 and Master Response 5 regarding the
size, cost allocation, and need for the storage and maintenance facility.

B10-8 Please see Response to Comment A5-4 and Master Response 7 regarding
impacts and Master Response 6 regarding location, and other sites considered
for the storage and maintenance facility.

B10-9 Please see Response to Comment B2-9 for more information related to zoning
and General Plan designation of the proposed site for the storage and
maintenance facility. Please also see Master Response 7 for a summary of
impacts related to the storage and maintenance facility and Response to
Comment A5-4 for additional information related to the 24-hour operation of
the storage and maintenance facility.
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B10-10

B10-11

B10-12

B10-13

B10-14

B10-15

B10-16

B10-17
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Please see Response to Comment A5-5 for a discussion of impacts to
businesses and Response to Comment A5-6 for consideration of the
ACEforward design concepts for the DMU Alternative.

Please see Response to Comment A5-7 regarding the BART Bay Fair Connector.
Please note that there is no requirement in the 2014 Alameda County Tax
Expenditure Plan (Measure BB), which authorized the Bay Fair Connector
Project, that requires BART to plan for or evaluate a new line between the Tri-
Valley and Santa Clara County.

Please see Response to Comment A5-8 for a comparison of the ACEforward
cost estimate and the BART DMU cost estimate.

Please see Response to Comment A5-9 for discussion of the agreement
between BART and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA).

As noted in Response to Comment B2-3, BART acknowledges the formation of
the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority and will work with the
new authority to improve connectivity in the Tri-Valley. Also see Master
Response 10 relating to the new rail authority.

Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR.
This comment does not relate to the Draft EIR; no response is necessary.

This attachment is a presentation regarding the Altamont DMU/EMU from the
September 20, 2017 Alameda-San Joaquin Regional Rail Working Group
meeting. This attachment has been reviewed and considered in the above
responses. No additional response is required.
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